GOVERNMENT OE INDIA 

DEPARTMENT OF ARCHAEOLOGY 

CENTRAL ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
LIBRARY 


Call No 


ir^[ 


.•LA. 79 . 
















1 11 >' ( 


A HUNDRED YEARS 
OF ARCHAEOLOGY 


By the Same Author 


1942. THB TXOBB AGES 

I95O. THE PREHISTORIC CHAMBER TOMBS 
OP ENGLAND AND WALES 


A 

HUNDRED YEARS 

OF 

ARCHAEOLOGY 


(C.'.27 

BY 

GLYN E. DANIEL 

M.A., Pn.D., F.S.A. 

Fellow of St John's College, Cambridge; 
Lecturer in Archaeology in the University 



1 


GERALD DUCKWORTH & CO. LTD. 
3 HENRIETTA STREET, LONDON, W.C.2 


First published February 1950 
Reprinted 195a 

All rights reserved 


To 

MY WIFE 

vtNTKAL ARCHAEOLOGIGAS 
LIBRARY, NEW DELHI. 

Aft)* No, y*c»2*v»7« 

a**. 

041 liJLAJl.. 


Prinud in Great Britain by The Riverside Press, Edinburgh 




CONTENTS 


CMAFTM r*U* 

1. TIIK ANTIQUARIAN BACKGROUND ... 13 

1. Tun Classical Worm) and Antiquities . . 14 

2. 1 *iik Risk op Antiquarianibm ... .16 

3. Stone Tools and tub Geologists . . .25 

2. THE ANTIQUARIAN AND GEOLOGICAL 

REVOLUTIONS.29 

1. Tub Development of English Antiquarianikm, 

1800-40.29 

2 . The Antiquity op Man: Catastrophists and 

Fluviausts.33 

3. Tub Northern Antiquaries and tub Three-Age 

System ..38 

4. Archaeology in 1840 . . . . . 54 

3. TIIE BIRTII OF ARCHAEOLOGY: 1840-70 . . 57 

1. The Antiquity op Man.57 

2. Prehistory and Evolution .... 62 

3. Tub Development op Nhar-Eastjwn Archaeology 68 

4. Tub Spread of the Thkeb-Ags System . . 77 

5. Palaeolithic and Neolithic .... 85 

6. Lake Dwellings, Channocs and Tbrrsmare . 89 

7. Upper Palaeolithic Man.93 

8. Tertiary Man.97 

9. The Classification op the Stone Age . . 99 

10. IIallstatt and La TfeNS: Cults, Etruscans, 

Scythians.109 

11. Prehistoric Archaeology in 1870 . . .111 

4. ARCHAEOLOGY COMES OF AGE: 1870-1900 . 122 

x. The Classification op the Stone Ace . .122 

2 . The Discovery op Cave Art . . . .130 

3. Near-Eastern Archaeology . . . .132 

4. SciIURMANN AND THE PREHISTORY OP TIIE AEGEAN 136 

5. The Bronze and Iron Ages . . . .145 

5 




A HUNDRED YEARS OP ARCHAEOLOGY 


5. THE DEVELOPMENT OF TECHNIQUE AND 


METHOD BEFORE 1900 

• 

. 

• 

152 

1. The Beginnings op Excavation 

, 

. 

• 

152 

2. Mahiette • • • » t 

• 

• 

• 

161 

3. The Development of Classical Archaeology 

• 

164 

4. SCHLrEMANN .... 

. 

. 

• 

167 

5- Pitt Rivers .... 

. 

• 

• 

169 

6 . Pbtfie .... 

. 

. 

■ 

£ 74 

7. Prehistoric Archaeology m 1900 

6. THE DISCOVERY OF THE NEAR 

• • • 

-EASTERN 

178 

CIVILISATIONS: 1900-50 


9 


190 

x. Crete and the Aegean 


• 


190 

a. Egypt . 


• 



3. Mesopotamia .... 


• 


199 

4. Iran and Transcaspia 


• 


207 

5. Anatolia . 


• 


213 

6. Palestine, Syria and Cyprus . 


• 


220 

7. The New Past 


• 


225 

7. EUROPEAN PREHISTORY: 1900-50 


• 


228 

1. Discovery .... 


• 


228 

2. Interpretation. 


• 


236 

3. Chronology .... 


• 


251 


8. THE DEVELOPMENT OF WORLD PREHISTORY 259 


1. India .259 

2. China .266 

3. America.271 


4. Tub Development op Palaeolithic Studies . 278 


9. THE DEVELOPMENT OF TECHNIQUES 
METHODS: 1900-50 .... 

1. Techniques op Excavation 

2. Techniques of Discovery 

3. Techniques op Interpretation . 


AND 
. 287 
. 289 
. 292 
. 302 


10. RETROSPECT AND PROSPECT .... 309 


CHRONOLOGICAL TABLE OF MAIN EVENTS: 


1840-1940.327 

BIBLIOGRAPHY.. 337 


INDEX. 342 


6 











GLOSSARY 


Artefact. 

Association. 


Barrow. 

Chronology, 

absolute. 

Chronology , 
relative. 

Cromlech. 


Cross-dating. 


Culture. 


Dolmen. 


Eolith. 


Ethnography. 

Geochronology. 


An object made or fashioned by man; an **extra¬ 
corporeal limb ” [Crawford). 

Things arc said to be in association when they are 
found in circumstances which suggest that they 
were deposited together simultaneously. 

A mound of earth or stones covering one or more 
burials. 

A temporal sequence expressed in exact years. 

A temporal sequence based on the relationship of 
artefacts and cultures to each other or to natural 
events. 

A folk-word in Wales for any megalithic monument 
and in Brittany for a stone circle; generally used 
in the nineteenth century for any megaliths. 

The dating of artefacts or cultures by their association 
with artefacts or cultures already dated in other 
contexts. 

In anthropology this word is used for the sum-total 
of man’s material, moral, mental and spiritual 
inheritance, or for a particular pattern of inheri¬ 
tance; in archaeology the word is used for an 
assemblage of artefacts assumed to be the material 
manifestation of a particular pattern of cultural 
inheritance. 

A folk-word in Brittany and France generally for any 
megalithic tomb; a word widely used to mean any 
megalithic tomb, but also, unfortunately, given the 
specific meaning of certain kinds of megalithic 
tombs by some writers. 

A "dawnstone”; a word applied to those rudely 
chipped stone tools which lie between man’s use 
of stone and his fashioning of stone, many of which, 
of course, cannot be proved to be man-made. 

The descriptive study of the existing pre-literate 
societies. 

The method of obtaining exact dates by means of 
non-calendric methods, such as day-varves, etc. 
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Homotaxy . 


Industry. 

Mesolithic 

monument. 

Menhir. 

Protohistory. 


Sequence-dating. 


Sondage. 

Stratigraphy. 


Taxonomy. 


Tell. 


Typology. 


A word first introduced by T. H. Huxley to indicate 
the "relative synchronism” of events occupying 
the same positions in two sequences, but which 
have different absolute dates. Thus the English 
Revolution of Stuart times and the French 
Revolution might be said to be hmnotaxial. 

A persistent association of artefacts representing 
the material culture of one group of people. 

Any structure huilt of large undressed, or roughly 
dressed, stones constructed of orthostats (uprights) 
and capstones. 

A single standing stone. 

The period of human history between prehistory, 
when no written sources existed, and history 
remit stricto, when written sources arc u main 
source; the time when history can be written only 
from an appraisal of many sources—archaeological, 
literary, linguistic and oral. 

The labelling of stages in a typological sequence 
with numbers, giving an independent scheme of 
reference, though not an absolute chronology. 

A method of cutting right through a tell to obtain a 
cross-section of its history. 

The arrangement of natural or man-made deposits 
over a long period of time in superimposed strata 
or layers. 

Classification; the arrangement of artefacts into 
significant groups on grounds o v f morphology, and 
their labelling. 

A mound caused by the accumulation in one spot 
of several occupation layers by man; otner 
common names in the Near East for these man- 
made occupation mounds arc tepe, huyuk, etc. 

The arrangement of artefacts into sequences showing 
morphological development. 
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PREFACE 


ARCHAEOLOGY has at the present day two meanings— 
the study of the material remains of man’s past, and the 
JL jL. 8t udy of the material remains of man's prehistoric past. 
The first meaning, which for convenience we may refer to as 
general archaeology, comprises both prehistoric archaeology and 
historic archaeology; it deals with everything from eoliths to time 
capsules, and covers such an enormous field that much of it is 
dealt with by specialist studies such as the history of art or the 
history of architecture. In this book our concern is mainly 
with prehistoric archaeology, with the development of what, in 
die last hundred years, has come to be known as prehistory. We 
shall only touch in a very general way on the archaeology of 
historic times. 

There is this very important difference between the prehistoric 
and the historic archaeologist. In the later periods of man’s) 
development the archaeologist is the handmaiden of history and' 
supplements the story provided by written records. But in the 
earlier periods the archaeologist is not merely the handmaiden: 
he is the prime source for writing early history. Prehistory is 
written from many sources—the material remains of the pnst, 
deductions from language, physical anthropology, place names 
and comparative ethnology. All these are sources which in 
historical times are auxiliary to the written sources. But in 
prehistory they arc the main sources, and archaeology is by far 
the most important of them. This is then the great interest of the 
development of prehistoric archaeology; wc are not studying 
merely the development of a technique, or watching the growth 
of knowledge regarding man's artefacts; we arc studying the 
development of our main source regarding the history man 
before writing. That is our main theme in this book — the 
discovery and description of prehistoric man, and the change in 
our perspective of our own remote past because of these 
archaeological discoveries. 

It is a theme which most appropriately falls within the limits 
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prescribed by this series of books, since it is the period from 
1840 to the 1939-45 War that lias seen the birth and growth of 
prehistoric archaeology. Archaeology was the creation of the 
Victorians. The period from 1840 to 1900 was the creative 
period in archaeological discovery and method and more space 
has therefore been devoted here to these sixty years than to the 
four or five decades of the twentieth century, the discoveries and 
methods of which it is less easy to see in their proper historical 
perspective. 

There were, of course, students of man's prehistoric artefacts 
before 1840, but they were mainly antiquarians and art historians, 
/ interested as dilettantes in the curious, the beautiful and the old. 
The essential of the archaeologist, as wc interpret his function 
to-day, is that he is an historian, and his aim is the writing of 
history by the methodical study of all objects—beautiful or ugly, 
important or trivial—that survive from the prehistoric past. 
The development of antiquarianism is another story, and a most 
fascinating one; it has only been touched on here to provide a 
background for the beginnings of archaeology. 

The detailed history of prehistoric scholarship has yet to be 
written. This present book is no more than a discussion of some 
of the significant discoveries and developments of the last hundred 
years. I have had to select what is to be included, and shall be 
accused of treating some subjects superficially and others in too 
great detail. I have thought that a personal emphasis on what 
seems to me important was better than a catalogue of discoveries 
and details, and I have particularly stressed the development of 
changes in the conceptual basis of prehistory. m 

In writing this book I have had especially in my mind the 
serious student of prehistory and have throughout given references 
to the literature describing the discoveries being made. I have 
therefore confined my short bibliography to secondary sources, 
that is to say sources dealing in whole or in part with the history 
of archaeology, and have not cited again all the primary works of 
archaeological scholarship unless they contain historical material 
of special value. As the treatment of the book has been topical 
rather than chronological, a chronological table of some of the 
most important events and publications has been added. 

I am indebted for information and helpful criticism to Professor 
Stuart Piggott, Dr J. G. D. Clark, and the editors of The Times, 
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the Daily Telegraphy and the Illustrated London News. Sir John 
Myres has very kindly allowed me on several occasions to tap 
his own unrivalled personal knowledge of the development of 
prehistoric archaeology. My thanks arc due to the American 
School of Prehistoric Research for permission to reproduce here, 
as Fig. 5 (p. 245), a figure from MacCurdy’s Human Origins. 
Professor W. B. Dinsmoor of Columbia University has read 
through the book in proof and made many suggestions and 
corrections, for which I am most grateful. 

Cambridge , 1949 . 


G. E. D. 
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CHAPTER ONE 


THE ANTIQUARIAN BACKGROUND 

F OUR natural curiosities have prompted the 9tudy of the 
prehistoric human past—that study usually referred to as 
prehistoric archaeology or prehistory. The first is an 
interest in the immediate ancestors of known historic peoples. 
The French have naturally been interested in the Gauls and the 
Celts, the Danes in the Goths, and we, in the British Isles, in the 
Ancient Britons and Piets. The second is a natural interest in 
the non-functional aspects of the present landscape, and in the 
objects belonging to early man which turn up from time to time 
through ordinary activities such as ploughing, gardening, or 
digging drains. The ruined abbey and the worn coin can be 
explained with reference to written history, but the grass-grown 
banks of a hill-fort, the ruined stones of a megalithic monument, 
the bronze spearhead—these objects keep their own secrets. 
To whom did the hill-forts and barrows and stone circles belong? 
Who built these obvious monuments of the everyday landscape? 
And who fashioned and used the stone and bronze tools ? Were 
stone tools, as some suspected, meteors, or fairy arrows, or were 
they the work of men who lived before writing? Were the 
megalithic monuments the works of giants or fairics,»of heroes of 
old like Arthur, or were they, also, the buildings of people who 
have left no name in history? These arc all natural questions, 
and they have for hundreds of years predisposed curious men to 
an interest in antiquarian studies. 

Then again, in the last few centuries, travellers have observed 
and described from parts of the world, other than Europe and the 
Mediterranean, primitive or preliterate folk who now coexist with 
civilised men. It has been natural to ask how this could be, and 
what it implied. What was the origin of these savages or bar¬ 
barians? Are they the impoverished and degraded remnants of 
former civilisations, or are they the survivals of stages in our own 
prehistoric past? And to all these questions we must add a 
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fourth, natural curiosity, which has prompted an interest in pre¬ 
history—the natural curiosity as to how man and his culture came 
into being, the mechanics of cultural origins and change. 

2. The Classical World and Antiquities 

It was these last two reasons that pjompted the Greeks to 
take an interest in prehistory, and they were the first people in 
history known to us to take such an interest. The Greeks were 
interested in the problem of the origin and development of man 
as part of their general philosophical speculations. Their phil¬ 
osophy—the parent of modern science even if not science in 
the sense western European scholars have used that word since 
the Renaissance—was vitally concerned with the nature of man, 
and this problem was obviously much bound up with man’s 
origin and the development of his culture. The Greeks were 
also stimulated to an interest in prehistory and ethnography by 
their contacts with existing savages and barbarians. By the time 
of Aeschylus they had some knowledge of many savage or semi- 
savage peoples, as well as of the ancient civilisations of the Persians 
and Egyptians. Herodotus, on his travels, met the Scythians, 
and described their material culture with an accuracy proved by 
modem excavation of Scythian graves, and in Macedonia he met 
and described people living between the rivers Struma and 
Vardar in lake villages rather like the prehistoric lake villages of 
the Bronze and Iron ages in Switzerland. Herodotus has been 
variously described as the father of history and of anthropology 
and archaeology. The Greeks did not recognise anthropology as 
a branch of knowledge: the eu< 6 ptoxo\ 6 yot was no more than a 
gossip or busybody, but they were interested in the problem of 
savage communities and their relation to civilisation, a state which 
Plato and Aristotle identified with the Greeks. 

It seems clear, too, that the earliest Greeks had some memory 
of their own prehistoric past. Homer reflects a bronze-using 
civilisation, Hesiod seems aware that bronze preceded iron in the 
history of civilisation as a fact , and not as a matter for speculation: 
in his Works and Days he envisages the past of man as falling into 
five stages: the Age of Gold and the Immortals, who "dwelt in 
ease and peace upon their lands with many good things, rich in 
flocks and loved by the blessed gods"; the Age of Silver, when 
man was less noble by far; thirdly, the Age of Bronze, when the 
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world was peopled by “a brazen race sprung from ash-trees, who 
delighted in war and were the first to eat animal food . . . their 
armour was of bronze, and their houses of bronze, and of bronze 
were their implements; black iron was not yet”, fourthly, the age 
of the Epic Heroes, who were an improvement on the brazen race, 
and, lastly, the Age of Iron and Dread Sorrow, when “ men never 
rest from labour and sorrow by day and from perishing by night”. 
Hesiod deplores that his own lot was cast in this fifth age, an age 
full of crime and violence, and forecasts worse to come, even an 
age when “men will be born with grey hair on their temples”, 
Hesiod’s scheme was, in part, a philosophical scheme, but was 
also, in part, derived from genuine traditions of a Bronze Age and 
of the destruction of the Minoan civilisation. 

While the Greeks, and the Romans who followed Greek 
traditions, assumed the priority of the Bronze Age over the 
Iron Age as a matter beyond doubt, they were not all agreed on 
the significance of these developments. Plato, while sometimes 
arguing that “the ancients were better than ourselves and nearer 
the Gods ”, also realised that behind the earliest Egyptian annals 
lay an immense period of uncivilised life. Herodotus had also 
been greatly impressed by the strength and antiquity of Egyptian 
civilisation. Aristotle argued that the shepherd preceded the 
farmer, and Pausanias describes the progress of man from a diet 
of acorns and dwelling in huts, to a knowledge of agriculture and 
other arts. 

The Romans had, in Tacitus and Julius Caesar, ethnographers 
as accurate as Herodotus. Indeed Tacitus’s Germania is one of 
the finest ethnographical memoirs, and so, in its way, is Caesar’s 
description of the Ancient Britons and Gauls in the De Bello 
Gallico. And in Lucretius, who has also been claimed as the 
father of prehistoric archaeology and anthropology, they produced 
a poet and philosopher whose analysis of man’s early history was 
a very shrewd guess at what had actually been the industrial 
development of early man in Europe. In his Dt Rerum Natura, 
perhaps reflecting Epicurus, Lucretius contended that man first 
used his nails, teeth, 9 tones, wood and fire, and then later copper, 
and then, still later, that iron gained in popularity. But, like 
the five ages of Hesiod, the stages of Lucretius were just a general 
scheme of the development of civilisation based on philosophical 
speculation. It was not based, like the formulation of the three- 
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age scheme by the ninctccnth-ccntury Danish archaeologists, on 
museum analysis, stratigraphy and comparative ethnography. 

The Greeks and the Romans, though they were interested in 
the early development of man and in the status of their barbarian 
neighbours, did not develop the necessary prerequisites for writing 
prehistory, namely the collection, excavation, classification, de¬ 
scription and analysis of the material remains of the human past 
We cannot really claim the fifth-century Thracian princess who 
had a collection of neolithic axes in her grave, or Gcrmanicus, the 
adopted son of Tiberius, who set out for Egypt, cognosccitdae 
antiquitatis , as Tacitus says, as the first archaeologist. In any 
case, if we were trying to establish a claim for antiquaries in ancient 
history we should have to go back to Nabonidus, the last king of 
Babylon, who devoted much of his life to antiquarian research, 
excavated below the pavement of the temple of Shamash at Sippar, 
and found, eighteen cubits down, a foundation stone laid by ' 
Naram-Sin, son of Sargon of Akkad, “which for 3,200 years no 
previous king had seen”. But Nabonidus and the Thracian 
princess are exceptions. The ancient world developed historians, 
geographers and ethnographers, but not archaeologists. Pre¬ 
historic archaeology is one scholarly discipline that wc cannot 
trace back to the Greeks. 

2. The Rise of Antiquarian! sm 

The decay of the ancient world meant the loss of even those 
speculative notions of early man that the Greeks and Romans had 
produced. The story of the creation of the earth and man as set 
forth in Genesis now replaced the schemes of Hesiod and Lucretius. 
There was no further advance towards a prehistory of man until 
the end of the Middle Ages, with the return of humanism to 
Italy. The Renaissance revived interest in the classical world, and 
the ideas of Herodotus, Aristotle and Lucretius were read again. 
But the classical writers not only revealed to the sixteenth century 
their speculations on early man; they displayed the ancestors of 
at least north-western and northern European scholars as barbarian 
Celts, Germans and Goths, with strange customs and strange 
priesthoods like the Druids. They provided a puzzling early 
chapter to the history of north-west Europe concerning which 
there were no written records in Europe north of the Mediter¬ 
ranean. Was it possible, scholars began to ask, that some of the 
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curious antiquities of northern and western Europe belonged to 
this period, and were in fact the work of such as the Druids? 
Here was the first stimulus to antiquarianism. 

But the classical civilisation of Greece and Rome survived to 
the sixteenth century, not only in its literature but archaeo- 
Jogically. The sixteenth-century scholars in Italy, and travellers 
from other countries to Italy and Greece, found and studied the 
material remains of the ancient past which were all round them. 
Here, in the discovery and description of classical antiquities, was 
the second stimulus to the development of antiquarianism. 

In Rome the collector’s zeal first began to manifest itselF 
during the last decades of the fifteenth century—it had appeared 
slightly earlier in Florence. The Popes, men like Sixtus IV, his 
nephew Julius II, and Julius III, started the habit in Rome of 
collections of antiquities. Their examples were followed by 
cardinals and other distinguished men, who furnished their villas 
to be treasure houses of ancient art. To add to these collections 
private excavations were conducted. It was this age in Italy that 
produced the word dilettanti —those who delighted in the arts. 
The dilettanti must certainly be reckoned among the founders of 
archaeology. 

By the eighteenth century the habit of art-collecting was dying 
away in Italy and much of the Roman collections had been dis¬ 
persed to places like Venice, Paris, Madrid, Munich and Prague. 
Yet when Winckelmann, in the middle of the eighteenth century, 
came to write his famous History of Art (1763-68), it was still Rome 
that provided him with the greater part of his material. Winckel¬ 
mann has been called, together with so many others who will be 
mentioned in this book, the father of archaeology, and it is true 
that he was the first to study ancient art from the historical point 
of view. But tfie study of ancient art is not prehistory. 
Winckelmann stands as a great pioneer in one, only, of the strains 
of antiquarianism which eventually gave rise to archaeology. 

During the period from the sixteenth to the eighteenth century, 
when antiquarian interest was being bom in Italy, antiquarian 
studies of a different kind were coming into existence in England. 
Indeed, it may fairly be claimed, as Taylor has done recently, 1 
that formal historical antiquarianism as distinct from dilettantism 
and the history of art, began in England in the sixteenth century. 

1 W. W. Taylor, A Study 0/ Archaeology. 12. 
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Here men like John Leland, John Stow, William Camden, Humfrey 
Lhwyd and John Norden were writing enthusiastic topographical 
studies, and some of the chief visible antiquities of Britain were 
being described for the first time. Leland, the first and to this 
day the only man in England to hold the high-sounding title of 
King’s Antiquary', toured England and Wales listing and describing 
objects of antiquarian interest. He was chiefly concerned with 
the names of towns and villages and with genealogies, but he did 
include prehistoric sites. Humfrey Lhwyd described the pre¬ 
historic antiquities of Anglesey. Camden, whose Britannia was 
first published in 1586, travelled widely in the British Isles, 
visited Hadrian’s Wall and Stonehenge, and concluded that the 
latter was insana substructio. 

The strength of antiquarian interests in England in the late 
sixteenth century is further shown by the formation in 1572 of a 
society for the preservation of national antiquities. The prime 
movers in the foundation of this society—the ancestor of the 
Society of Antiquaries of London—were Archbishop Matthew 
Parker and John Stow, together with Camden and his pupil, 
Sir Robert Cotton. Application was made to Elizabeth for the 
grant of a charter to the society, but after her death James I 
opposed this and the society was abolished as political in aim. 
The papers submitted and read at the meetings of this pioneer 
but shortlived society were published by Thomas Heame in 1720 
under the title of A Collection of Curious Discoveries by Eminent 
Antiquaries. 

Despite the suppression of the embryo Society of Antiquaries, 
and of the office of King's Antiquary, antiquarian studies flourished 
in the seventeenth century in England. County historians like 
William Dugdale, Thomas Habbington, Robert Plot, Antony k 
Wood, and Edward Lhwyd carried on the traditions of Leland 
and Camden. They were topographers as well as historians, 
noting and describing any curious features that came their way. 
Some of the questionnaires which they sent out indicate the 
catholicity of their interest in the curious. Robert Plot, whose 
Natural Histories of Staffordshire and of Oxfordshire were 
published in the sixteen-seventies, asks : “Are there any ancient 
sepulchres hereabout of Men of Gigantic Stature, Roman Generals, 
and others of ancient times ? ”; and Machell, in his questionnaire, 
invites answers to these questions: “What memorable places 
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where Battles have been fought ? Round heaps of stone or earth 
cast up in Hills, trench’d round about or otherwise? What 
fortifications, camps ? ” Edward Lhwyd, who was keeper of the 
Ashmolean Museum at the end of the century, had been employed 
by Dr Gibson to collect materials in Wales for a new edition of 
Camden’s Britannia , and to do this he set out on a five-year tour 
of the scientific and antiquarian curiosities of Wales. Here 
indeed was the birth of serious field studies. Lhwyd was study¬ 
ing antiquities for themselves and not merely as one element in 
the cultural landscape; and so was John Aubrey, justly the most 
famous of the scvcntccnth-ccntury antiquaries. Aubrey worked 
mainly in Wiltshire; encouraged by Charles II he wrote detailed 
accounts of Stonehenge and Avebury, arguing that they were 
places of religious observance, probably Druidical temples. 
Lytton Strachey has called Aubrey “the first English archaeolo¬ 
gist”; he may perhaps with justice be called the first English 
field archaeologist of importance. Aubrey, and perhaps Lhwyd 
as well, blazed a trail which leads from Leland and Camden to 
Stukelcy, Colt Hoare, Cunnington, and to the great field 
archaeologists of the last fifty years, such as Williams-Frccman, 
Crawford and Fox. 

It was not only field archaeology that flourished in the seven¬ 
teenth century. That century saw the first collection of curios, 
formed by the Earl of Arundel, who sent his agent, William Petty, 
to collect antiquities from Greece. The Duke of Buckingham 
vied with Arundel and created a rival collection of curios. 
Charles I himself began a collection of antiquities, employing one 
of his admirals as a collecting agent in the Aegean. Other less 
distinguished persons began similar collections, notably John 
Tradescant, once gardener to Queen Henrietta Maria. Trades- 
cant’s “Closet of Curiosities”, a remarkable collection of “varieties 
and oddities” popularly known as Tradescant's ark, formed the 
nucleus of the Ashmolean Museum. James I, despite his dis¬ 
approval of the embryo Society of Antiquaries, had commissioned 
Inigo Jones to examine Stonehenge. Jones made the first official 
plan, declaring that Stonehenge wa3 a Roman temple. Seven 
years later Charles I, in an Order in Council, stated that “the 
study of antiquities is by good experience said to be very 
serviceable and useful to the general good of the State and 
Commonwealth ”. 
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| We may say, then, that antiquarianism was born in England 
in that century and a half between 1533 when Leland was appointed 
King’s Antiquary and 1697 when Aubrey died. It was the 
product of a new interest in nature and antiquity brought about 
by the Renaissance of learning. It was a substitute for the study 
of classical antiquities. It may also be a reflection of the new 
national pride in England that existed from Tudor times. It may 
also be in part due to the Reformation, for the antiquaries saw the 
monasteries destroyed and libraries disposed, and, as Sir Kenneth 
Clark has written, “were moved to perpetuate their vanishing 
glories. Though there seems little of the crash and swagger of 
Elizabethan patriotism in these dull volumes, yet they too were 
written for patriotic ends, and boasted their country’s treasures ns 
poets did her wars ”. 1 

In the eighteenth century the study of antiquities, still youthful 
despite the official recognition of its usefulness, was invigorated 
by three tilings—the discovery of Greece, the Romantic Move¬ 
ment, and the development of natural history. The writing of 
county histories and topographies continued to flourish in the 
eighteenth century. Sachevcrell’s History of the Island of Man, 
Bridges’s Northampton, Hutchins’s Dorset, Ilastcd’s Kent , Morant’s 
Essex, and the work of Samuel and Daniel Lysons on Gloucester¬ 
shire carry on the traditions of Plot, Dugdale and Wood, and now 
we also find scholars studying antiquities more and more for 
their own sake, and not merely as part of some wider historical 
or topographical scheme of work. The interest in England in 
classical antiquities was a great fillip to the study of our own 
antiquities. In the first renaissance of Greek scholarship in 
England, the interest was almost wholly linguistic and literary. 
The second renaissance of Greek scholarship in England took 
place in the second half of the eighteenth century.* During 
the period 1750-1830 the antiquities of classical Greece were 
"discovered ” by English scholars, just as the main antiquities of 
' England had been discovered between the time of Leland and 

1 The Gothic Revival, London, 1928, 19-ao. There is os yet no genera! 
account of the English antiquaries, but sec T. D. Kendrick, The Druids, H. B. 
Walters, The English Antiquaries of the 16th, loth and zSth Centuries, E. G. R. 
Taylor, Tudor Geography and Late Tudor and Early Stuart Geography, Anthony 
Powell, John Aubrey and hit Friends, and Stuart Piggott’a articles in Antiquity 
(1915 and 1937). 

* On this see especially M. L. Clarke, Greek Studies in England, J700-1830 
( 1945 )- 

20 


r 



THE ANTIQUARIAN BACKGROUND 

Aubrey. Collectors ami travellers now visited classical lands 
making notes, drawings and excavations. The work of the 
agents of Lord Arundel and Charles I was slight compared with 
the collectors of the late eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. 

The great age of collectors began with the travels of Stuart 
and Rcvctt in 1751-53, and may be said to extend to the work of 
Lord Elgin in the early years of the nineteenth century. The 
painter James Stuart and the architect Nicholas Revett arrived 
in Athens in 1751; they spent three years measuring, drawing, 
recording. Their great work on die Antiquities of Athens was 
very long delayed; the first volume appeared in 1762, but the 
fourth not until 1816. Meanwhile die Society of Dilettanti, who 
had financed the publication, sent out a fresh expedition at their 
own expense—the “first Ionic expedition” of 1764—which 
consisted of Revett, Richard Chandler and William Pars. The 
results of this first Ionic expedition were published in the volumes 
of the Antiquities of Ionia, which appeared in quick succession 
between 1769 and 1797. At the same time as Stuart and Revett 
had been working in Athens, two other Englishmen, Robert Wood 
and James Dawkins, were engaged on a tour of parts of Greece, 
Asia Minor, Syria, Palestine and Egypt, the results of which 
appeared in two volumes from Robert Wood, the Ruins of Palmyra 
(1753) nnc * the Ruins of Baalbec (1757). 

These eighteenth - century travellers opened the eyes of 
Englishmen to the artistic achievements of the ancient Mediter¬ 
ranean civilisations. Sir William Hamilton's Antiquity Eirusques , 
Grecques , et Romanies (1766-67) inspired the potter Wedgwood 
with new ideas, and the Wedgwood works in Staffordshire still 
bear the name Etruria in recognition of this inspiration. These 
early collectors brought back with them antiquities for their 
closets and cabinets of curiosities — the forerunners of our 
archaeological museums. 

A knowledge of Egyptian antiquities was added to the grow¬ 
ing knowledge of East Mediterranean antiquities by Napoleon 
Bonaparte’s Egyptian expedition. From the time of Herodotus 
onwards the wonders of Egyptian antiquity were known of, and 
even the Greeks themselves regarded Egypt as the seat of a 
civilisation older than their own. It was not, however, until the 
nineteenth century that modern Western civilisation recovered, 
through archaeology, a full knowledge of the extent and glory of 
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prehistoric and protohistoric Egypt; but they were given their 
first taste of Egyptian archaeology by Bonaparte. Napoleon 
deliberately equipped his expedition with skilled draughtsmen and 
scientists to investigate the geography and antiquities of Egypt, 
notable among them being Dolomieu, the mineralogist, and 
Dcnon, the artist. The expedition arrived in Egypt in 1798 and, 
despite Nelson’s destruction of the French fleet in Aboukir Bay, 
the French Egyptian Institute was founded in Cairo. It was 
impossible for the Institute not to be interested in Egyptian 
antiquities, as it was impossible for the more obvious antiquities 
not to be observed by nil. Napoleon even used the Pyramids for 
a pep talk to his troops. "Soldiers,” he cried, "forty centuries 
look down upon you from the top of the Pyramids I ” The staff 
and draughtsmen of the Institute carried on their work with great 
thoroughness and energy. No excavations were undertaken, but 
portable antiquities were collected, among them, of course, the 
Rosetta Stone. When the French were compelled to evacuate 
Egypt in 1801 their collection of Egyptian works of art had to be 
surrendered to England, and found their way into the British 
Museum, not into the Louvre, which was opened in November of 
that year and contained only 117 objects—mainly Roman. The 
work of the Institute, however, remained in the hands of the 
French, and after years of editing was issued in the numerous 
volumes of the Description de I'Egyptc (1809-13). 

But it was not everyone who could afford to travel widely 
in classical lands, and, for such, the study of British antiquities 
provided a cheap and interesting substitute near at hand. Dr 
William Borlasc, in his Antiquities of Cornwall (1754). sa y® ^ at he 
carried out his Cornish researches as a substitute for the classical 
travels he could not undertake. The literary movement known as 
the Romantic Revolt clothed in attractive garments the British 
substitute for classical archaeology. Scholars turned away from 
the classical light to barbarian gloom, and romanticised the 
Ancient Britons and the Druids, and the local British antiquities 
attributed to diem. The study of the picturesque in the landscape 
promoted an interest in those obvious picturesque and romantic 
features—the ancient barrows, forts, standing stones and hut 
circles—about which written history said so little. And what 
could be more romantic and exciting than the excavation of these 
strange antiquities? In the work of the Rev. James Douglas, 
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the Rev. Bryan Faussett in Kent, Henry Rowland in Anglesey, 
and Charles Warnc in Dorset we may see the beginning of serious 
excavation in Britain. Faussctt’s work on the Kentish Anglo- 
Saxon barrows was carried out between 1757 and 1773. Douglas’s 
Nenia Britannica, or a History oj British Tumuli, published in 
1793, is a good picture of the state of antiquarian knowledge at the 
end of the eighteenth century. 

The finest example of the romantic British archaeologist was, 
of course, William Stukcley (1687-1755). His greatness as a 
field archaeologist must not be obscured by our interest in his 
eccentric Druidomania, and by our vision of him sitting in his 
“garden of the Druids” with an apple-tree sprouting mistletoe 
in the middle. He was a very great field archaeologist both in 
practice and theory. In his Itinerarium Curiosum (1724) he says 
it was his object “to oblige the curious in the Antiquities of 
Britain: it is an account of places and things from inspection, 
not completed from others' labours, or travels in one's study ’*. 

The great interest in natural history which began to develop 
in Britain at the same time as the Romantic Revival was due much 
to the personal teaching and appeal of Linnaeus. The Linnaean 
Society was founded in 1790. Country gentlemen and clergy 
had long been interested in natural history. Now they were 
reinforced by the scientific tastes of the rising and wealthy 
industrial class. The study of nature became fashionable and 
societies for its study flourished. Eminent and typical figures of 
this late eighteenth-century vigorous interest in nature and natural 
history were Gilbert White, Joseph Banks and William Kirby. 

The seventeenth century had witnessed the formation of the 
first scientific societies, such as the Academia dei Lincei in Rome, 
to which Galileo belonged, and which flourished from 1603-30, 
the Academia del Cimcnto of Florence founded by the Medici 
in 1650, the Royal Society of London between 1660-62, and the 
Acaddmie dcs Sciences of Paris in 1666, while the Academia 
Secrctomm Naturae in Naples had been founded as early as 1560. 
In 1707 an association of antiquaries was formed in London on 
much the same lines as the Elizabethan Society. This was 
formally constituted as the Society of Antiquaries of London in 
1718, and received its charter from George II in 1754. The 
first number of the journal Archaeologies was published in I 77 °> 
with the avowed purpose “to explode what rested upon only the 
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vanity of the inventors and propagators ” of fantasies. Ten years 
later the Society of Antiquaries of Scotland was formed. 

The Society of Dilettanti first met in 1732. It was founded by 
a group of learned men in London and its first purpose was merely 
to bring together for discussion travellers who had “done” 
Italy and the grand tour. The origin of the Dilettanti is described 
in the preface to Chandler's Ionian Antiquities as follows: "Some 
Gentlemen who had travelled in Italy, desirous of encouraging, at 
home, a Taste for those objects which had contributed so much to 
their entertainment abroad, formed themselves into a Society, 
under the name of the Dilettanti." Soon after the Society lent 
itself to serious undertakings, as wc have seen, like its expeditions 
to the East Mediterranean. 

Between them, the Society of Antiquaries and the Society of 
Dilettanti admirably illustrate the interests of the eighteenth- 
century antiquaries in the early remains of Britain and the 
Mediterranean. It is difficult to assess the relative importance 
of the Romantic Movement, the discovery of Greece, and the 
development of natural science, in the birth of archaeology from 
antiquarianism. Piggott would attribute the origin of British 
prehistoric archaeology to the Romantic Movement 1 : M. L. 
Clarke, on the other hand, stresses the effect of the discovery of 
Greek antiquities: "The expedition to Greece of Stuart and 
Rcvett in the middle of the eighteenth century may be taken as the 
beginning of scientific archaeology,” he writes. " Before then the 
history of English archaeology is rather the history of collecting 
and of taste.” * 

We must remember, however, that English antiquarianism was 
a flourishing plant before the eighteenth century. The Romantic 
Movement and the discovery of Greece nurtured that plant until 
it grew into a sturdy sapling. But the ground in which that 
sapling was securely bedded was the advance of natural science at 
the end of the eighteenth century and the beginning of the nine¬ 
teenth. There could be no real archaeology before geology, 
before the doctrine of uniformitarianism was widely accepted. 

Of course, there were those who, in the eighteenth century, 
thought that there never could be such a subject as prehistoric 
archaeology, and that no new source of information about the 

1 '* Prehistory and the Romantic Movement,*' Antiquity, 1935, 23 ff. 

* M. L. Clarice, Greek Studies in England, 1700-1830, 175. 
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human past was possible. Such a one was Dr Johnson, who 
declared roundly: "All that is really known of the ancient state 
of Britain is contnincd in a few pages. We can know no more than 
what old writers have told us." Dr Johnson, if he reckoned at all 
in this matter, was reckoning without geology. The pages which 
geologists were to write in the early nineteenth century would 
show that wc can know more than what is written by the ancient 
historians, and that the labour of three centuries of antiquarians 
was concerned not only, as some of them supposed, with the 
Celts, Romans and Saxons of history, but also with the nameless 
peoples of prehistory. 

3. Stone Tools and the Geologists 

The great contribution which geology made to the development 
of archaeology in the early nineteenth century was the recognition 
that associations of human bones or stone tools with extinct 
animals were authentic, and involved the great antiquity of these 
human remains. It now appears that one such association was 
actually observed and commented on in 1771, when Johann 
Friedrich Esper discovered in the Gaylenrcuth cave, near Bamberg, 
in the German Jura, human bones associated with cave bear and 
other extinct animals. Esper published his finds in 1774 in his 
Detailed Report on Recently Discovered Zooliths of Unknown 
Quadrupeds and the Caves containing them ... in the upper 
mountainous countries of the Margravate of Bayreuth. He asked 
this question regarding the human bones: "Did they belong to a 
Druid or to an Antediluvian or to a Mortal Man of more recent 
times?"—and concludes: “I dare not presume without any 
sufficient reason these human members to be of the same age as the 
other animal petrifactions. They must have got there by chance 
together with them." 1 

Before these associations could be accepted it needed a revolu¬ 
tion in geology—the revolution produced by the acceptance of 
uniformitarianism, and it needed the further realisation that 
stone tools were artefacts and not—as they had earlier been 
described—thunderbolts, fairy arrows, or clfahot. Aldrovandus, 
in the mid-seventeenth century, describes stone tools as "due to 
an admixture of a certain exhalation of thunder and lightning 

1 I am indebted to Dr Hugo Gross of Bamberg for this information and 
for the translation of Eaper’a work. 
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with metallic matter, chiefly in dark clouds, which is coagulated 
by the circumfused moisture and conglutinatcd into a mass (like 
flour with water) and subsequently indurated by heat, like a 
brick”, and Tollius, at about the same time, claimed chipped 
flints to be “generated in the sky by a fulgurous exhalation 
conglobed in a cloud by the circumpoacd humour”. 

Mcrcati, however, as early as the end of the sixteenth century, 
had maintained that the so-called thunderbolts were the arms of a 
primitive folk ignorant of a knowledge of metallurgy, and at about 
the same time Sir William Dugdale, in Ills History of Warwick - 
sJure> declared that they were “weapons used by the Britons before 
the art of making arms of brass or iron was known Dr Plot, 
in his History of Staffordshire (1686), reaffirmed this view, and 
later, de la Payrfcre stated his view that the thunderbolts were 
really the tools of some early primitive and prc-Adamitic race. 
A century later Bishop Lyttelton gave it as his view to the Society 
of Antiquaries that, “ There is not the least doubt of these stone 
instruments having been fabricated in the earliest times and by 
barbarous people before the use of iron and of other metals was 
known, and from the same cause spears and arrows were headed 
with flint and other hard stones.” But there were considerable 
doubts in the minds of many, and Bishop Lyttelton, with his 
enlightened views, was in a small minority. And many of even 
those few who recognised the thunderbolts as humanly fashioned 
tools had little idea of how they would demonstrate not merely 
that man once used only stone tools, but the immense antiquity of 
the stone-using phase of human history. Yet by 1800 there was 
evidence of how this demonstration could be used, if only that 
evidence were properly appreciated. 

At the end of the seventeenth century a flint hand-axe was 
found near Gray’s Inn Lane associated with the skeleton of an 
“elephant”—presumably a mammoth, by a Mr Conyers. John 
Bagford, who describes this find in a letter dated 1715, accepts the 
association of human artefact and extinct animal, but thought that 
the “elephant” was a Claudian import. In 1797 John Frere 
wrote to the Secretary of the Society of Antiquaries enclosing 
some flint implements found at Hoxne, near Diss, in Suffolk, 
which, he says, “if not particularly objects of curiosity in them¬ 
selves, must, I think, be considered in that light, from the situation 
in which they were found”. They were Acheulian hand-axes 
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and were found twelve foot below the surface of the ground in 
the bottom layer of some undisturbed strata, and were associated 
with the bones of extinct animals. Frcrc described them, very' 
properly, as “weapons of war, fabricated and used by a people 
who had not the use of metals ”, and added “the situation in which 
these weapons were found may tempt us to refer them to a very 
remote period indeed; even beyond that of the present world". 1 

At the time, John Frere's wise words attracted little attention. 
They were made in a climate of thought unwilling as yet to accept 
the great antiquity of man and firmly convinced that the Old 
Testament gave the facts about the origin and early development 
of the earth and man. At the end of the eighteenth century 
and at the beginning of the nineteenth century there was prevalent 
what Wood Jones calls “ a most satisfying and spiritually comfort¬ 
able conception of the universe”. 18 The whole realm of nature, 
it was believed, had been designed in perfection—God, being 
good, could not have created anything evil—and with purpose 
underlying everything, and man was a special creation made in 
God's image. It was believed that the date of creation was a 
recent one, certainly not before 5000 b.c., and many accepted 
Archbishop Ussher’s date of 4004 B.C. which was printed in the 
margins of the authorised version of the Bible.* The creation 
was thought to have taken six days, and Adam, the first man, to 
have been created on the sixth day. Adam was created perfect, 
but fell, and hiB descendants suffered for his fall and shared in his 
sin. It was believed that a universal deluge had wiped out the 
world except for a few human and animal survivors collected 
together by Noah in his ark. These were the notions set out 
clearly in the Bridgewater Treatises written upon the direction of 
the Trustees of the Earl of Bridgewater by authors selected by 
the President of the Royal Society in consultation with the Arch¬ 
bishop of Canterbury and the Bishop of London. These treatises, 
designed to illustrate and elaborate Palcy’s Natural Theology, 4 
were written by Prout, Whewell, Buckland, and others, and 
published in 1833. The world was thought by Palcy to “teem 

1 " Account of Flint Weapon* discovered it Hoxne in Suffolk/’ Archae o- 
logia, XIII (:8oo), pp. 204-205. 

* Design ami Purpose (1942), 4>* 

1 Bishop Lightfoot asserted that it was nine o'clock on the morning of 
October 23, 4004 8.C. 

* Palcy’s Natural Theology; or Evidences of the Existence and Attributes of 
the Deity collected from the appearances of Nature, was published in 180a. 
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with delighted existence ”, but not to have done so for more than 
about 6,000 years. The civilisation of Egypt and the Bible took 
up so much of the 6,000 years that there was, anyhow, no time for 
prehistory I 

The facts of geology and archaeology had, therefore, at 
the beginning of the nineteenth century, to be explained in terms 
of these Creationist and Diluvialist beliefs. The study of antiqui¬ 
ties was held to illumine only history or peoples on the verge of 
history. In the first sixty years of the nineteenth century, four 
things shattered the satisfying and comfortable conception of the 
universe propagated by Palcy and the Bridgewater Treatises. The 
) first was Lyell’s formation of the doctrine of uniformitarianism, 
the second the development by Danish antiquaries, such as 
Thomsen and Worsaac, of a relative chronology for Danish pre¬ 
historic antiquities, the third the proof of the antiquity of man by 
the demonstration of the association of his fossil bones and 
artefacts with extinct animals in ancient strata, and, fourth, the 
popularisation by Darwin of the doctrine of evolution and the 
mutability of species. The Principles of Geology was published 
between 1830-33; the Origin of Species in 1859, the same year 
in which Boucher de Perthes's finds on the Somme were accepted 
as authentic by Evans and Prestwich at meetings of the Royal 
Society and the Society of Antiquaries. It was not until 1859 
that prehistoric archaeology could be said to have come into 
being. Its immediate foundations were the discoveries and 
disputes of geologists, archaeologists and historians in the first 
half of the nineteenth century, to which we must now turn our 
attention. Its ultimate foundations, as we have seen, lay with the 
antiquarians and natural historians of the sixteenth, seventeenth 
and eighteenth centuries. 
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CHAPTER TWO 


THE ANTIQUARIAN AND GEOLOGICAL REVOLUTIONS 

i. The Development of English Antiquarianism, 1800-40 

T HE great interest in classical antiquities which had 
characterised the second half of the eighteenth century 
in England continued for a short while in the early nine¬ 
teenth century. Elgin's work in Athens took place in the years 
1801-3, though the famous marbles were not dispatched to England 
until 1812. William Wilkins, Captain Leake, £. D. Clarke, 
Cockerell and others were working in Greece and Magna Grecia 
in the first quarter of the nineteenth century, and the “second 
Ionian mission” of the Society of Dilettanti set out in 1812; 
but gradually the English interest in classical antiquities began to 
decline, while German scholarship in classical antiquities began 
to establish itself. In the year 1826 Millingen visited England 
and complained of “the disregard entertained in this country 
for archaeological pursuits” 1 —by which he meant the study 
of classical antiquities. The truth was that the English interest 
in classical antiquities was part of the cultivation of taste 
in the late eighteenth century, and the great age of dilettantism 
was now passing away; the Society of Dilettanti itself fell into 
obscurity, and an interest in non-classical antiquities began in 
England to replace the classical interest more assuredly than it had 
in the eighteenth century. As M. L. Clarke has pointed out, 
Britton’s Architectural Antiquities of Great Britain (1807-26) and 
Winkles’s Cathedrals (1838-42) were beginning to replace the 
Antiquities of Athens and the Ruins of Palmyra and Baalbec} And 
the interest was not only in mediaeval and architectural remains; 
there was a quickened interest in tilings prehistoric. 

In England, William Cunnington, Sir Richard Colt Hoare 
and Dean Merewether were excavating and recording antiquities 
on Salisbury’ Plain, Lukis in the Channel Islands, Wakeman and 

1 Ancient Unedited Monuments (1826), II, preface. 

1 Greek Studies in England, 1700-1830, 206. 
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du Noyer in Ireland, and Thomas Bateman in Derbyshire. 
Their work and the reports now filling the pages of Archaeologia 
were eloquent testimony to the growing interest in non-classical 
antiquities. 

This new interest is visible in the sections on antiquities in the 
county histories and topographies which were published in the 
first half of the nineteenth century, such us Kenton’s Historical 
Tour through Pembrokeshire (1811), Sir Ilcnry Knglcficld's 
Description of the Principal Beauties , Antiquities, etc., of the Isle 
of Wight (1816), Baker’s History anil Antiquities of Nuithampton- 
shityt (1822-41), Cluttcrhuek’s Ilislaty and Antiquities of Hertford¬ 
shire (3815-27) and—deservedly the most famous of them—Colt 
Hoare’s History of Ancient Wiltshire (1810-21). This was also 
a period of many-volumc topographical surveys of the whole 
country, the forerunners of our County Archaeologies and County 
BookB of the present day. Richard Gough, who had in 1789 
produced an expanded edition of the English translation of 
Camden’s Britannia , later produced the Sepulchral Monuments of 
Great Britain (1786-99), described by Horace Walpole as the 
"most splendid work ” he had ever seen. Francis Grose produced 
his The Antiquities of England and Wales in 1777-87, his Antiquities 
of Scotland in 1789-91, and his Antiquities of Ireland posthumously 
in 1791. The nine volumes of Britton and Braylcy’s Beauties of 
England and Wales were published between 1801-14; the first 
ten county volumes in Dnnicl and Samuel hysons's great work 
Magna Britannia between 1806-22. 1 All this indicates a growing 
interest in antiquities, as do Roach Smith’9 "Antiquarian Notes” 
in the Gentleman's Magazine , and the appearance of textbooks 
and manuals such as Fosbrookc’s Etmyclopedia of Antiquities and 
Elements of Archaeology (1822-23). 

Cunnington and Colt Hoarc 5 tried hard to eschew the romantic 
approach of their eighteenth - century predecessors. W’illiam 
Cunnington describes himself digging barrows on Salisbury 
Plain in 1803 "in the hopes of meeting something which might 
supersede conjecture”, and in his Ancient Wiltshire Colt Hoare 
declares " wc speak from facts not theory. I shall not seek among 
the fanciful regions of Romance an origin of our Wiltshire barrows". 

1 The material collected for the remaining volume* is in sixty-four volumes 
in the British Museum. 

* As to the shares of Cunnington and Colt Hoarc in this work see Wiltshire 
Archaeological Magazine, 1948, 216. 
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Colt Hoarc dug 379 barrow's, recording his observations with 
care, distinguishing between different types of barrow, different 
types of interments, and between primary and secondary inter¬ 
ments. He abandoned terminologies involving Druids, as far ss 
he could, and distinguished between long barrows and four types 
of round barrow. Colt Hoare and Cunnington were the first to 
take note of village sites and to classify camps and earthworks. 
Ancient Wiltshire is a pioneer work of its kind in English and marks 
a great forward step from antiquarianism to archaeology. It is 
no longer a book of local genealogies and family histories inter¬ 
spersed with antiquarian details. It deals specifically with the 
archaeological history of a county, and attempts to be compre¬ 
hensive and complete. Indeed, it is worth noting that of the 
seventy to eighty long barrows listed in Wiltshire in the early 
twentieth century, Colt Hoare lists as many as fifty-six in his 
survey. 

Cunnington and Colt Hoare may very properly be called the 
fathers of archaeological excavation in England, just as John 
Aubrey was the father of field archaeology. Hut, for all their 
efforts and protestations, they had not entirely succeeded in throw¬ 
ing off the mantle of the romantics. The title-page of Ancient 
Wiltshire is romantic enough, with its archaised spelling and 
its border of arrowheads. Although Colt Hoare carefully dis¬ 
tinguished five types of barrow, one of these he still called the 
“Druid” barrow. And in describing the finding of a certain 
skeleton Colt Hoare comments in the best "Gothick” taste that 
it was “ grinning horribly a ghastly smile ... a singularity that 
I have noticed before ”. In spite of their hard work and devotion, 
antiquaries like Colt Hoare and Cunnington failed to find any way 
of breaking down the apparent contemporaneity of pre-Roman 
remains. Colt Hoare describes as his aim: “to ascertain to 
which of the successive inhabitants of this island they [i.e. the 
prehistoric antiquities] arc to be ascribed, or whether, in fact, 
they arc the work of more than one people”, but after ten years’ 
work he was forced to confess “total ignorance as to the authors 
of these sepulchral memorials; we have evidence of the very high 
antiquity of our Wiltshire barrows, but none respecting the tribes 
to whom they appertained, that can rest on solid foundations”. 
The prehistoric remains of Wiltshire remained stubbornly 
“Ancient British”. 
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The same picture is roughly true for French antiquarianism 
in the early nineteenth century as we have painted for English 
antiquarianism. We have seen that English antiquarianism was 
the result, first, of a romantic interest in the non-functional 
features of the cultural landscape, secondly, of a patriotic interest 
in local and national antiquities, and, thirdly, a substitute for 
the study of classical antiquities. The development of French 
antiquarianism seems to have followed much the same lines. The 
early French antiquaries, such as Pciresc, Spon and Caylus in the 
seventeenth century, dealt with classical antiquities. Then, 
perhaps influenced by English antiqunrics, there developed in 
France Celtophiles—French antiquaries proud of their own local 
and national archaeology. VAcademic Celtique was founded in 
1804 and the Sociiti Roy ale dcs Antiquaires de France developed 
from it in 1814. In 1810 questionnaires were sent from the 
Ministry of the Interior to the prefectures requesting information 
on local antiquities, and in 1818 a commission was formed to 
investigate 14 all the national monuments . . . the Gallic, Greek 
and Roman antiquities, the vestiges of the ancient roads, the 
milestones, etc.” Here was a great interest in national antiquities, 
but still no way had been found in France of dealing with this 
problem of the apparent contemporaneity of prehistoric remains. 
The terms Celtic, Gallic, Ancient British blanketed everything 
pre-Roman. 

This was the fog of which Rasmus Nycrup complained in 
Denmark. 1 But whereas Cunnington and Colt Hoare and the 
members of the Academic Celtique were unable to penetrate the 
fog, the successors of Nyemp in Denmark and Sweden were able 
to disperse it completely. Yet, even if the antiquaries of western 
Europe were unable to take the great forward step that bridged 
the gap between antiquarianism and archaeology—the step here 
described as the antiquarian revolution—there was in one respect 
hope for British archaeology. The great development of British 
geology was bringing more and more scientists interested in that 
period of recent time between geology proper and history proper 
—that period which has become the domain of the prehistoric 
archaeologist. And a popular interest was beginning. The 
great popular interest was still of course to come, stimulated as it 
would be by The Antiquity of Man , Nineveh and its Remains, 

1 See p. 38 infra. 
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Prehistoric Times , The Descent of Man, and the popular lectures of 
Lyell, Pengclly, Evans and Lubbock. 

To break through the fog of apparent contemporaneity which # 
surrounded prehistoric remains three things were needed: the 
clear proof that some of the remains were immeasurably more 
ancient than the pre-Roman verge of history, second, the reasoned 
belief that all remains of pre-Roman or heathen times Verc not 
contemporaneous and must be arranged according to a chrono¬ 
logical scheme, and, thirdly, the stratigraphical proof of this 
reasoned belief. The proof of the great antiquity of man had 
been available since the discoveries of Conyers near Gray’s Inn 
Lane and John Frcrc at Hoxne: it was made over again by Mac- 
Encry and Schmcrling and others between 1800-50, but had to 
wait until the excavation of the Erixhara Cave, Pengelly’s re- 
cxcavation of Kent’s Cavern and the acceptance by British 
scientists of Boucher dc Perthes’s finds before it became part of 
general scientific thought. The reasoned belief in a relative 
chronological succession of prehistoric remains was bom in 
Denmark in the period 1800-50, and was later demonstrated 
stratigraphically as a fact in the same country. 

2. The Antiquity of Man: Catastrophists and Fluvialists 

In the first half of die nineteenth century there were made 
many discoveries of artefacts and human bones in association 
with extinct animals and, sometimes, sealed between layers of 
stalagmite. Some of these discoveries were made in error— 
they were claims which could not later be substantiated—but 
others were genuine, and provided accurate information about 
the great antiquity of man. Among the pioneers of this period, 
Schmerling of Belgium and MacEnery of England are the names 
most often remembered, but contemporary with them Jouannet, 
de Saussure, Toumal, Dumas and de Christol were making 
similar discoveries in the caves of southern France. 

In 1828 Tournal, the curator of the Narbonne Museum, 
published in the Arnales dts Sciences naturelles 1 his discoveries 
in the Grotte de Bize (Aude), where he had found human bones 
and pottery associated with bones of animals, some of which 
were extinct, some still surviving. Tournal does not describe any 

* XV. 348. 
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stratigraphical sequence at the Grottc dc Bize, but Marcel de 
Serres insisted that the human bones were in the same state of 
preservation as- the extinct animal bones. Next year Toumal 
announced that he had found bones of extinct animals which bore 
the marks of cutting tools. 1 In the following year dc Christol of 
Montpellier published his findings at a cave shelter near Pondres 
where he claimed to have found human bones associated with 
bones of hyena and rhinoceros. 2 Similar discoveries were reported 
by Dumas in the Grottc de Souvignargues near Sonmiicrcs 
(Gard), and by Pitorc at Fauran near Ccsseras (Ilcrault). 

Spurred on by the researches in the south French eaves, 
Dr P. C. Schmerling began to work in several caves at lmgihoul, 
near Liege, of which the most famous was Iingis. The results 
of Schmerling's researches were published in his Recherches sur 
les Osscmcnts Fossiles etecouverts dans les Cavemcs dc la Province de 
Liigc (Li£ge, 1833-34). His discoveries included seven human 
skulls, many artefacts, some associated with the skeletons of 
rhinoceros and mammoth. "There can be no doubt”, wrote 
Schmerling, " that the human bones were buried at the same time 
and by the same cause as the other extinct species." 3 His 
discoveries, however, were not considered seriously by his con¬ 
temporaries. Lyell, who visited Schmerling’s sites on more than 
one occasion, paid a great tribute to his work. "To be let down, 
as Schmerling was," he wrote, "day after day, by a rope tied to a 
tree so as to slide to the foot of the first opening of the Fngis cave, 
where the best-preserved human skulls were found; and, after 
thus gaining access to the first subterranean gallery, to creep on 
all fours through a contracted passage leading to larger chambers, 
there to superintend by torchlight, week after week and year after 
year, the workmen who were breaking through the stalagmite 
crust as hard as marble, in order to remove piece by piece the 
underlying bone breccia nearly as hard; to stand for hours with 
one’s feet in the mud and with water dripping from the roof on 
one’s head, in order to mark the position and guard againBt the 
loss of each single bone of a skeleton, and at length after finding 
leisure, strength and courage for all these operations, to look 
forward, as the fruits of one’s labour, to the publication of un- 

1 Amtalcs tin Sciences nature lies, 1829, XVIII, 244. 

• In a pamphlet entitled Notice sur lei Ossemcnts Htrmaim tics Caver nes du 
Gard (1820). 

• Itechef cites, p. 59. 
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welcome intelligence, opposed to the prepossessions of the 
scientific as well as of the unscientific public—when these circum¬ 
stances arc taken into account, we need scarcely wonder, not only 
that a passing traveller failed to stop and scrutinise the evidence, 
but that a quarter of a century should have elapsed before even 
the neighbouring professors of the University of Li<*gc came forth 
to vindicate the truthfulness of their indefatigable and clear¬ 
sighted countryman.” 1 

The same fate befell MacEncry's work in Kent's Cavern, 
Torquay, ns had befallen Schmerling—it had to wait a quarter 
of a century for recognition. Kent's Cavern was first excavated 
in 1824 by a Mr Northmore, of Cleve, near Exeter, and Sir W. C. 
Trevelyan, with the double object "of discovering organic re¬ 
mains, and of ascertaining the existence of a Temple of Mithras” 
—both of which objects were apparently fulfilled. In the follow¬ 
ing year Father J. MacEnery, a Roman Catholic priest, began 
excavations in the Cavern. These he continued until 1829, and 
during these four yearB found flint implements associated with the 
remains of extinct animals such as rhinoceros, under the stratified 
unbroken floor of stalagmite of the Cavern. These discoveries 
seemed to MacEnery to demonstrate beyond doubt the coexistence 
of man and the extinct animals at a very remote time in the past— 
certainly before 4004 b.c. —but his views were not shared by many 
of those with whom he discussed his excavations. MacEnery 
went on working in Kent’s Cavern until his death in 1841. 

At the same time as Toumal and de Christol were working in 
the south of France, Schmerling in Belgium and MacEnery in 
Britain, Ami Boud dug in the quaternary deposits of south Austria, 
and also claimed to have found the remains of fossil man in 
association with extinct animals.* Later, in 1835, an ancient 
skull, found at Cannstadt in 1700, was described scientifically 
after it had lain in the Stuttgart Museum for 135 years, but, again, 
no attention was paid to this description of what was the first 
ancient skull that had ever been found. In 1844 Aymard, the 
secretary of the Society Acad£mique du Puy, announced to the 
French Geological Society the discovery of human remains under 
lava from the extinct volcano of Denis at Espaly (Haute Loire). 3 

1 Antiquity of Man, 68-69. 

* Annates des Sciences nature Iks, 1829, XVIII; Bull, See, Gdol. de France, 
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His discovery, like all the others, was disbelieved, but he cham¬ 
pioned it vigorously until the scientific world, persuaded by finds 
elsewhere, was prepared to accept the great antiquity of man. In 
1848 a skull of the type now known as Neanderthal Man was 
found at Gibraltar. It attracted no attention at all: in fact it was 
not properly described until as late as 1907. 

The reason why it took so long to persuade people of the 
relevance and significance of discoveries such as those of 
Schmcrling and MacEncry was, in the first place, that they were 
sceptical of the evidence and thought it could be interpreted in 
other ways. It was known that caves were occupied by a succession 
of inhabitants, that they were sometimes used for burials, and 
that their deposits could be and were altered by burrowing animals, 
floods and rivers. Desnoyers advanced an exclusively archaeo¬ 
logical argument against accepting the great antiquity of man on 
the evidence of cave deposits, declaring that the artefacts were the 
same as those found in megalithic monuments and therefore on 
the fringe of recorded history I 

But the real reason behind the slow acceptance of the evidence 
from the French, Belgian and British caves was that most geolo¬ 
gists were still Catastrophists in their interpretation of sedimentary 
deposits. Cuvier (1769-1832) held that the record of the rocks 
could only be interpreted by supposing that there had been 0 
series of great catastrophes in the earth’s history, and that in the 
Genesis narrative of the Noachian Flood was preserved an historic 
account of the most recent of these catastrophes. He expressly 
denied the existence of fossilised man of great antiquity, and said 
that such things could not be. Conybearc (1787-1857) postulated 
three deluges before the Noachian, and Buckland (1784-1856) 
wanted many more catastrophic convulsions and all but universal 
deluges. 

Dean Buckland, the first Reader in Geology at Oxford, and 
afterwards Dean of Westminster, is the best representative of 
the Catastrophic geological approach to the problem of early 
man. He published his views in his Reliquiae Diluvianae; or 
Observations on the Organic Remains contained in Caves, Fissures, 
and Diluvial Gravel and on other Geological Phenomena attesting 
the action of an Universal Deluge (1823), and his Geology and 
Mineralogy considered in relation to Natural Theology (1836), 
which was a summary of geological knowledge as a proof of “the 
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power, wisdom and goodness of God as manifested in creation 
His problem was to reconcile the apparent evidence of fossils and 
geological deposits with the Biblical story and the Mosaic chron¬ 
ology as laid down by Archbishop Ussher, and in doing this by 
invoking catastrophes he was forced to find alternative explanations 
for the apparent facts proving the antiquity of man. Buckland 
himself explored the Goat's Hole Cave at Paviland on the Gower 
coast of Glamorgan in 1823 and found the skeleton of a young man 
—the so-called “Red Lady of Paviland"—associated with Palaeo¬ 
lithic flint implements. This skeleton he declared to be “clearly 
not cooval with the antediluvian bones of the extinct species ”, and 
dated it to the Romano-British period. The discovery of human 
bones encrusted with stalactite in a cave at Burringdon, in the 
Mendips, Buckland explained by the cave “ having either been used 
as a place of sepulture in early times or resorted to for refuge by 
the wretches that perished in it, when the country was suffering 
under one of our numerous military operations ” I “The state of 
the bones affords indication of very high antiquity,” he admitted, 
“but there is no reason for not considering them postdiluvian." 

MacEnery was in communication with Dean Buckland and 
other geologists while preparing his discoveries for publication. 
Buckland refused to accept MacEnery’s inferences, arguing that 
the “Ancient Britons”, whose artefacts MacEnery had found, had 
scooped ovens in the stalagmite at Kent’s Cavern and that their 
implements had penetrated the stalagmite only through these 
holes. Out of deference to Buckland, MacEnery refrained from 
insisting on the contemporaneity of implements and rhinoceros 
bones, and abandoned his intention of publishing his discoveries, 
which therefore passed unnoticed at the time. 1 

Opposition was, however, gradually growing to the Catastro- 
phist interpretation of geology advocated by followers of Cuvier, 
Conybeare and Buckland. James Hutton (1726-97) in his 
Theory of the Earth (1785) showed that he realised the stratifi¬ 
cation of the rocks was due to processes which were still going on 
in seas, rivers and lakes. “No processes are to be employed that 
are not natural to the globe," he wrote, “no action to be admitted 
except those of which we know the principle." This was the 
beginning of the theory of uniformitarianism. William Smith 
> His manuscripts were lost until 1859, when an abstract of them was 
published by Mr Vivian. Subsequently they were published in full by PengeUy, 
in 1869. 
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(1769-1839)—■“strata Smith” as he was called—assigned relative 
ages to rocks by noting their fossil contents in his Strata identified 
by Organised Fossils (1816), and argued for the orderly deposition 
of strata over a long period of lime. 

The most cogent of the Fluvialists, as they were called, in 
opposition to the Catastrophic Diluvialists, was Charles Lyell 
(1797-1875), whose Principles of Geology was first published 
between 1830-33. Lyell argued that geologically ancient con¬ 
ditions were in essence similar to those of our own time; in short, 
that the geological strata could be interpreted correctly only by 
assuming that the agencies forming them had proceeded in a 
uniform way and at a uniform rate comparable with similar 
present-day* agencies. The implications of this doctrine of 
uniformitarianism were considerable for the study of prehistoric 
man: it meant that human bones and artefacts buried under layers 
of stalagmite or thick layers of earth must have been originally de¬ 
posited there very long ago, and that there was no a priori reason 
why one should doubt the findings of John Frere, Schmcrling 
and MacEncry. But the doctrine was not universally accepted, 
and the records of mid-nineteenth-century geological meetings arc 
filled with disputes between the Diluvialists and the Fluvialists. 

3. The Northern Antiquaries and the Three-Age System 

We have already mentioned the first of the nineteenth-century 
Danish pioneers of prehistoric archaeology, namely Professor 
Rasmus Nyerup. In 1806 Nycrup published Oversyn over 
focdrelandets mindesmaerher fra oldtiden , in which he advocated 
the formation of a National Danish Museum of Antiquities, 
urging that only by means of such a comprehensive collection, and 
its careful study, could any exact knowledge be obtained of the 
prehistoric past. For many years Nycrup had been privately 
collecting antiquities and had formed them into a small museum 
at the University of Copenhagen, of which he was librarian. But 
he had been unable to classify them in any significant or helpful 
way, confessing that “everything which has come down to us 
from heathendom is wrapped in a thick fog; it belongs to a space 
of time which we cannot measure. We know that it is older 
than Christendom, but whether by a couple of years or a couple 
of centuries, or even by more than a millennium, we can do 
no more than guess”. This oft-quoted remark epitomises the 
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attitude of so many antiquaries of the early nineteenth century. 
It is the same cri de coeur that we have found in Colt Hoare’s 
confession of “total ignorance*' of the authors of the Wiltshire 
barrows. 

In 1807, the year after the publication of Nyerup’s book, and 
following the request of several literary men, the Danish Govern¬ 
ment set up a “Royal Committee for the Preservation and 
Collection of National Antiquities This committee was charged 
to form 0 national museum of antiquities, to see to the preservation 
of ancient and historic monuments, and to make known to the 
general public the importance and value of antiquities. The 
secretary was Professor Nycrup, and the collections which he and 
his staff made in the burial chambers, bogs and kitchen middens 
of Denmark, as well as his own private museum, formed the 
nucleus of the National Museum in Copenhagen. It is interesting 
to remember that for its first seven or eight years the work of the 
committee was hindered by die war with England. 

The despairing confessions of Nyerup and Colt Hoarc are 
typical of the attitude of informed antiquaries at the turn of the 
eighteenth century and the beginning of the nineteenth. They 
rejected Dr Johnson’s claim, believing that we can know more 
than what old writers have told us. They were satisfied that die 
work of the archaeologist was not merely the romantic ascription 
of ancient monuments and portable antiquities to Druids and 
Goths. They attempted to classify and describe what they 
studied, but they could not get far because there was no chrono¬ 
logical depth to their ideas of prehistory. The prehistoric past 
to them w r as veritably a thick fog. As Worsaae wrote in his 
Primeval Antiquities of Denmark , in 1847: “Although it was now 
generally acknowledged that our native land had been inhabited 
by several distinct races, still it was supposed that all these 
antiquities must have belonged to one and the same people, namely 
those who were the last that found their way into our country, 
die Goths of Scandinavia, from whom we derive our descent. 
By this means objects appertaining to the most different times 
were naturally mingled together." This was a natural error if the 
prime source of prehistory was regarded as written and oral. The 
prime source of prehistory is archaeological, and the great achieve¬ 
ment of the Danish and Swedish antiquaries of the early nineteenth 
century was to realise this, and to realise that written and oral 
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sources were secondary and to be fitted in, where possible, to the 
facts deduced from archaeology alone. “If we consider the most 
ancient accounts of Denmark and its inhabitants”, said Worsaae, 
“wc shall find that they are enveloped in obscurity and darkness 
... it becomes therefore necessary to look to other sources from 
which wc may not only derive fresh facts, but also obtain con¬ 
firmation and illustration of those facts which are preserved in our 
early records.” It was this conviction, as well ns the pressure 
of the growing archaeological collections, that achieved the 
antiquarian revolution in Denmark. 

As the collections of antiquities in the Danish National 
Museum grew, scholars were forced to study them in detail and 
to try to explain their relation to early Danish history. From 
these attempts came the birth of the three-age system of prehistory 
usually associated with the name of Thomsen, and which was the 
framework of European prehistory during most of the hundred 
years reviewed in this book. It is difficult to conceive how there 
could have been any advances in prehistory without some such 
system as this, and, to that extent, Ingwald Undset is right in 
claiming that Professor Nycrup and his Commission were the 
real founders of prehistoric archaeology. 1 

The first person to set out clearly the notion of the three 
ages seems to have been, not Thomsen himself, but the historian 
Vedcl-Simonscn, in his Udsigt over Nationalhh tor tens fields tc og 
maerkeligste Pcriodcr, the first volume of which was published in 
1813. “The weapons and implements of the earliest inhabitants 
of Scandinavia were at first of stone and wood,” wrote Vcdcl- 
Simonscn. “These folk later learnt the use of copper . . . and 
only latterly, it would appear, iron. Therefore, from this point 
of view, the history of their civilisation can be divided into an age 
of stone, an age of copper and an age of iron. These ages were 
not separated from each other by such exact limits that they did 
not overlap each other. Without doubt the poor continued to 
use implements of stone after the introduction of copper imple¬ 
ments, and copper implements after the introduction of those of 
iron.” Vcdel-Simonsen’s views were not widely accepted: ‘it 
was left to Thomsen to reaffirm them clearly, and, by his arrange¬ 
ment of the collections in the National Museum, to demonstrate 
to all their usefulness and their inherent probability. 

1 Revue d’Anthropologic, 1887, 3:3 ff. 
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Christian Jurgenscn Thomsen succeeded Nyerup as secretary 
of the committee in 1816, and at the same time was appointed 
the first curator of the National Museum, a post which he held 
until his death in 1865. Thomsen was the son of a Copenhagen 
merchant, but had from his earliest youth taken a very great 
interest in antiquities. His first task was to arrange the growing 
collections in some sort of order. The collections of antiquities 
were ipixcd up with all sorts of non-nrchaeological curiosities in a 
small room in tire library in the University. Thomsen arranged 
his collections by classifying them into three ages of Stone, Bronze, 
and Iron on the basis of the material used in making weapons and 
implements, dividing the specimens into three groups representing 
what he claimed were three chronologically successive ages. In 
1819 the Museum was open to the public organised on this 
scheme, which Thomsen expounded in his guide lectures to 
visitors. He was always present when the Museum was open 
and he paid very special attention to peasants, “because", as he 
said, “it is by them that we shall have our collections enlarged". 
At last the collections were so large that they had to be moved 
from the University library. Thomsen was allotted room9 in the 
Christiansborg royal palace, and there he fully carried out his 
new plan of arrangement of the Danish pagan antiquities, having 
separate rooms for the Stone Age, the Age of ** Brass " or Bronze, 
and the Age of Iron. It was the first step in dispersing the thick 
fog, the first step from the ignorance of antiquarianism to the 
knowledge of archaeology. 

In 1825 Thomsen wrote to Professor Keyscr, of Christiania, 
explaining the basis of his classification, and in 1839 Hildebrand 
studied under him and learnt his scheme. The first clear state¬ 
ment of the concept of the three ages is in a guide-book to the 
National Museum entitled Ledetraad til Nordisk Oldkyndighcd, 
published in Copenhagen in 1836. A German edition of this 
guide appeared the following year under the title of Leitfaden zur 
nordischen Alterthumskunde, and an English translation by Lord 
Ellesmere in 1848 entitled A Guide to Northern Antiquities. 
Thomsen was responsible for the section in the guide on the early 
monuments and antiquities of the north, some parts of his essay 
being elaborated by other members of the Archaeological 
Committee of the Royal Society of Northern Antiquaries. 

Meanwhile the doctrine of the three ages was gradually 
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winning acceptance in Sweden. Magnus Bruzelius of Lund 
accepted Vcdel-Simonsen’s idea in his Specimen Antiquitatum 
Borcalium (i8r6), and his Svenska Folketshistoria (1832), and, as 
we have mentioned, Dr B. E. Hildebrand of Lund studied under 
Thomsen at Copenhagen in 1830; he thereafter returned to Lund 
and classified the museum there on the basis of the three-age 
system. Three years later Hildebrand went to Stockholm and 
took charge of die museum there, also arranging it on the thrcc-agc 
system. He was appointed King's Antiquary in 1837, and for 
many years, until his retirement in 1879, exercised a great influence 
on the development of prehistoric archaeology in Scandinavia, 
using die three-age system as the basis of his researches and 
teaching. In 1834 Sven Nilsson, Professor of Zoology at Lund, 
published, as an introduction to a new edition of his work on the 
fauna of Scandinavia, an essay on the origins of fishing and hunting 
in Scandinavia entitled Udkast til Jagtens og Fiskcriets Historic i 
Scandittavien , in which he argued for a Stone Age and a Bronze 
Age preceding the historic Iron Age. His views were later 
developed in his Shandinaviska Nordens Urinvandre, the first 
edition of which was published at Lund in 1838-43 and the second 
in 1862-66. The first part of the second edition was translated 
into German, and then into English by Lubbock under the title 
of The Primitive Inhabitants of Scandinavia (1868). 

In Denmark the work of Thomsen was being developed by 
his pupils, notably Sorterup Strunk Herbst and J. J. A. Worsnae. 
Worsaac was successively assistant to Thomsen, Professor of 
Archaeology in Copenhagen University, Inspector of the Monu¬ 
ments of Danish Antiquities, and finally Supreme Director of 
the Museums of Ethnography and Northern Antiquities. His 
views on the three-age system and the classification of northern 
antiquities were set out in his Danmarks oldtid oplyst ved Oldsager 
og Gravhdie (1842), translated into English by W. J. Thoms under 
the title of The Primeval Antiquities of Denmark (1849). 

At the same time as the three-age system was being developed 
in Denmark and Sweden it appears to have been in use in Germany. 
In 1836 G. C. Friedrich Lisch was appointed curator of the 
Grand Duke of Mecklenburg - Schwerin's fine museum at 
Ludwigslust Castle, and began to classify the collections on the 
three-age system. He continued a publication begun in 1824 by his 
predecessor, H. R. SchrOter, and called Friderico-Francisceum, and 
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in an issue for 1837 sets forth the three-age system as a basis for 
museum classification. About the same time JDanneiJ, working 
on the prehistoric graves of the Salzwedd, seems to have been 
using the same scheme. It is possible that Lisch and Danncil 
hit upon the three-age system independently of Thomsen, Nilsson 
and Worsaac, but it seems more likely that they borrowed the 
notion from the Danish and Swedish archaeologists. 

The claims of Thomsen to have invented this basic idea have 
been often disputed. J. N. L. Myrcs claims that Thomsen "was 
merely making practical application of an idea familiar to Greek 
and Roman thought and so readily accessible to European educated 
opinion at least since the sixteenth century *\ l It is true that some 
writers of the eighteenth century seem vaguely to anticipate 
Thomsen. Rhind, 5 dc MortiUct 3 and John Evans 4 have listed 
some of these writers; they include Professor Iselin of Basic, 
Professor Eckard in Germany, Mahudel and Goguet in France, 
Pennant, Dr William Rorlasc, Littleton and Sir Richard Colt 
Hoarc in England. Rhind even alleges that Thomsen was merely 
the first to give practical effect in a museum to the thrcc-age 
technological system. It is true that in the writings of some of 
these cightccnth-century historians and antiquaries we find the 
notion of past times in human history when iron was unknown and 
bronze the chief metal, and before that when metal-working was 
unknown to man, but these ideas, like those of the Greeks on the 
human past, were based on abstract speculations. They were 
philosophical guesses at the early state of man, rather than 
inductions from carefully analysed archaeological material. 
Thomsen was the first person to induce scientifically the existence 
of these ages. 

GoldcnwciBer has claimed that Thomsen’s achievement 
was merely the application to man’s technological development 
of the evolutionary schemes which nineteenth-century anthro¬ 
pologists and historians were devising in all branches of human 
culture 1 ; his scheme would then be parallel to Morgan’s ethnic 
stages, the religious stages proposed by Spencer, Tylor and 
Jevons, and the stages of social organisation invented by Bachofcn, 

1 English Historical Review, September, 1946. 

1 Archaeological Journal, 1856. pp. 208-214. 

* Lt PrUtittorique, tgor, chap. li. 

' Ancient Stone Implements 0/ Great Britain (:8g7), pp. 3-4- 

• Anthropology, 14. 
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McLennan and Morgan. But this claim neglects the fact that 
Thomsen published his scheme in 1836, and had already devised 
it some sixteen to eighteen yeurs before, and that Vedel-Simonscn 
had outlined these ideas even earlier. It should be remembered 
that Thomsen, Vedel-Simonsen and Nilsson were contemporaries 
of Lamarck, von Baer and Lyell: the work of the early northern 
antiquaries was done before Spencer and Darwin. The I.cdclraad 
til Nor disk Oldkyndighed was contemporary not with the Origin of 
Species but with the Bridgewater Treatises. 

The lie to the claims of Goldenweiser and Myres is given by 
WorsaRc's own writings. A reading of his Prehistoric Antiquities 
leaves no room for doubt that the concept of the three ages was 
devised in Denmark by the Danish archaeologists as a classifi¬ 
cation of antiquities and for the dispelling of the fog described by 
Professor Nycrup. “This division of the ancient times in 
Denmark into tlirec periods' 1 , writes Worsaae, “is solely and 
entirely founded on the accordant testimony of antiquities and 
barrows, for the ancient traditions do not mention that there was 
a time when, for want of iron, weapons and edged tools were made 
of bronze." 1 'Worsaae admits that “it is stated by Homer, 
Hesiod, and other authors, that the Greeks in the most ancient 
time, before they had knowledge of iron, used bronze, which was 
also the case with the Romans' 1 , 51 but he docs not regard this as 
evidence of the three ages in Greece itself, let alone Denmark. 

Worsaae explains that he was moved to accept the thrcc-nge 
system because he fully appreciated that all the pre-Christian 
antiquities of Denmark could not possibly belong to one period, 
and because, having read how stone implements were at present 
used by Pacific islanders, and knowing that the Goths made no 
such use of stone implements, he concluded there must have been 
a Stone Age. “As soon as it was pointed out that the whole of 
these antiquities could by no means be referred to one and the 
same period, people began to see more clearly the difference 
between them. 11 Nilsson had argued for the Stone Age on 
different grounds. He insisted that objects of stone which 
resembled familiar objects of iron, such as adzes, axes, chisels and 
harpoons, must be stone adzes, stone axes, stone chisels and stone 
harpoons. He then argued that no one who knew the use of 
iron would have been so stupid as to make objects of stone; the 
1 Primeval Antiquities, 124. * Ibid., 138. 
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stone objects must date from a pre-metal age. “People who em¬ 
ployed stone for implements of daily use", he wrote, “must 
have been ignorant of the use of metals.*’ 

It is important to realise that the concept of the three ages set 
out in the writings of Thomsen and Worsaae is not primarily an 
evolutionary one. They did not regard the three ages as forming 
a natural succession in Denmark. Worsaae explains many times 
that the Bronze Age in Denmark did not develop step by step out 
of the Danish Stone Age: “the transition is so abrupt ”, he writes, 
“that the bronze period must have commenced with the irruption 
of n new race of people, possessing a higher degree of cultivation 
than the earlier inhabitants.” 1 And in the same way the Iron 
Age was the result of another invasion. Worsaae appreciated 
that the spread of the bronze users and iron users to Denmark 
from south and south-east Europe must have been a slow and 
gradual process and that the terms Bronze Age and Iron Age could 
have no exact chronological value without a geographical limit. 
“The universal diffusion of metals could only take place by 
degrees,” he declared. It is interesting to find in these early 
nineteenth-century Danish writers the ideas of invasion, diffusion 
and homotaxy which formed the framework of European pre¬ 
history in the first half of the twentieth century. 

Nilsson, while accepting the view that several waves of invaders 
had introduced changes in the prehistoric cultures of Scandinavia, 
was convinced that prehistory as a whole showed the gradual 
evolution of man and his works. Just as geology showed the long 
development of the organic world, and physiology the development 
of the individual, so prehistoric archaeology demonstrated that, 
“notwithstanding apparent or partial retrogression", the human 
race was “constantly undergoing a gradual and progressive 
development”. “Nations spring into existence," he wrote in 
his Primitive Inhabitants of Scandinavia, “and, in their turn, 
decline and fall; but civilisation and humanity are steadily 
progressing, spreading themselves more and more, and will one 
day be disseminated over every spot inhabited by man.” 

The Copenhagen Museum Guide of 1836 and Worsaae’s 
Primeval Antiquities are probably the most important archaeo¬ 
logical works produced in the first half of the nineteenth century. 
To archaeology they are as important as was Lyell’s Principles to 
1 Primeval Antiquities, 24. 
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geology. Here, in these two Danish works, are laid down the 
principles of prehistoric archaeology. The Danish archaeologists 
had no doubts as to the importance and necessity of studying their 
prehistoric antiquities. “A nation which respects itself and its 
independence cannot possibly rest satisfied with the consideration 
of its present situation alone,” wrote Worsaae. “It must of 
necessity direct its attention to bygone times, with the view of 
enquiring to what original stock it belongs, in what relations it 
stands to other nations, whether it has inhabited the country from 
primeval times or immigrated thither at a later period, to what 
fate it has been exposed; so as to ascertain by what means it has 
arrived at its present character and condition.’’ It was clearly 
appreciated that archaeology could not confine itself to portable 
antiquities and to museum specimens hut must study field monu¬ 
ments a9 well. “To obtain correct ideas on the subject of the 
first peopling and the most ancient relations of our native country ", 
says Wofsaac, “it will not be sufficient to direct attention 
exclusively to objects exhumed from the earth.” 

Thomsen and Worsaae stressed the need for accurate 
description and classification of antiquities. The Guide classifies 
objects of the heathen period into (a) objects of stone, (/») urns and 
funeral vessels, (c) articles supposed to have been connected with 
pagan worship, (d) weapons and articles of metal relating to war, 
(e) ornaments, and (/) implements of other materials than stone, 

(g) household utensils, and (//) sundry articles. This rather 
arbitrary classification gets into further difficulties in its detailed 
classification of urns and funeral vessels: “Although the attempts 
hitherto made to classify them according to their age have not 
been without success,” says the Guide, “still the complete develop¬ 
ment of such a mode of classification would too much exceed our 
limits, so that we find it on the whole more convenient to arrange 
them according to the materials of which they are composed.” 
The adoption of this principle produces a classification of pottery 
as follows: ( a ) vessels designed to be hung up, ( b) vessels designed 
to be carried, (e) flowerpot-shaped vessels, (d) bowl-shaped 
vessels, ( e) cup-shaped, (/) beaker-shaped, (g) can-shaped, 

(h) pitcher-shaped, (i) bottle-shaped, ( k) oval- and oblong-shaped 
clay urns, and (/) closed urns. This seems very strange to us 
to-day, as does Worsaac’s classification of Danish megalithic 
monuments into Long Cromlechs, Round Cromlechs and Giants' 
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Graves (Langdysser, Runddysser and Jaettestuer), and Thomsen’s 
classification in the Guide of stone groupings into “places for 
sepulture, places of justice, places of combat, places of sacrifice, 
shipformed enclosures, triangular and circular enclosures, monu¬ 
mental stones and rocking stones”. Equally curious is Nilsson’s 
classification of stone tools, his eight categories being: (i) tools 
by means of which other tools and weapons of stone were made, 
(ii) implements for hunting and fishing, (iii) carpenters’ and 
mechanics’ tools, (iv) some forms of stone implements which 
cannot satisfactorily be classed amongst any of the foregoing, 
(v) ornaments, (vi) vessels of burnt clay or stone, (vii) implements 
which have become worn out or broken through use, and (viii) 
implements transformed into implements of another kind 1 

But, curious though these classifications arc, they do represent 
attempts at descriptive classification. These early archaeologists 
were wrestling with the difficult problem of accurate description 
and they realised that taxonomy was at the basis of any method of 
dealing with the intractable material before them. They were 
applying the methods of Linnaeus to artefacts. Worsaae stressed 
the need for classification and accurate nomenclature. “ I think 
that antiquaries can scarcely pay too much attention to the intro¬ 
duction of a fixed terminology,” he wrote. “British archaeology 
has suffered very much from the want of a fixed nomenclature,” 
This was in 1849! Other modem archaeological ideas seem to 
have been originated or first stated clearly by these early Danish 
archaeologists. The Guide discusses the value of morphological 
and decorative features in the dating of prehistoric objects: 
“towards determining the exact age of antiquities”, it declares, 
“there is still another guide which has hitherto been but little 
followed with respect to the antiquities of the North, viz. an 
investigation of the Forms of the objects and of the Ornaments 
with which they were decorated, with a view that by a careful 
comparison and by accurately noting what sorts are generally 
found together, we may ascertain the order in which the successive 
changes took place and thus determine the periods to which a mere 
inspection of the ornaments will authorise us to assign the object”. 
Here is the genesis of the typological method. 

Nilsson laid down the principles which must determine the 
archaeologist in his search for movements of culture; he must 
find out which of his artefacts is the earliest, and how this early 

47 



A HUNDRED YEARS OF ARCHAEOLOGY 

form of artefact developed. "For instance," he wrote, "if we 
wish to examine the origin of the Bronze Age, we must clearly 
understand which form of bronze sword is the oldest. ... I 
may be allowed to request all who may wish to determine the 
origin of the Bronze Period in Northern and Western Europe 
carefully to consider this point." Worsaiic fully appreciated 
the time-lags in the diffusion of archaeological types, and the 
possibility of dating prehistoric objects and cultures in northern 
Europe by the appearance of such objects in historical contexts in 
the Mediterranean. Here again is the genesis of the synchrnno- 
logical technique of giving accurate dates to relatively dated 
cultures, later developed by another Scandinavian, Oscar Monlclius. 

Both the Guide and Worsaae have wise words to say about the 
technique of excavation. Worsnac stresses that casual excavation 
by untrained persons is to be deplored. Excavations, he says, 
"should be carried on with care, and by persons of intelligence, 
who will know how to apply the objects discovered to the positive 
advantage of science". Complete descriptions must be made. 
A barrow should be dug either by a large hole from the top or by 
a trench eight feet broad from south-east to north-west, "which, 
in more complete investigations, may again be intersected by a 
similar trench from south-west to north-east”. All "curiosities" 
should be preserved: even "trifling objects ... are always worth 
preserving"; "the bones of those animals which have been in¬ 
terred with the deceased may have a value for science ". There is 
the feeling of a General Pitt-Rivers about these words of Worsaae : 
that these trivial antiquities “arc of common occurrence forms no 
objection," he says, "for historic results can be deduced only 
from the comparison of numerous contemporary specimens 

Nilsson argued that the study of artefacts was not the only 
method by which we could gain knowledge of the prehistoric 
past. He stressed the value of traditions and of what lie called 
the comparative method ; religious and profane traditions often 
contained facts of interest whose real significance was forgotten, 
he argued. "As witnesses throwing light upon ancient times I 
count not only antiquities, monuments, their different shapes, 
and the figures engraved upon them, but also popular tales , which 
most frequently originate from traditions, and are therefore 
remnants of olden times." The comparative method, he declared, 
ought always to be used, and by this he meant the comparison 
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of prehistoric artefacts with formally and functionally identical 
objects used by modern primitive peoples. Nilsson remarked 
on the need for care in the use of the comparative method: 
“similarities such a$ the presence of similar stone arrows in Scania 
and Tierra del Fuego do not always prove one and the same 
origin**, he said, sounding a most salutary warning neglected by 
the later hypcr-diffusionists. He claimed that archaeology “by 
availing itself of the comparative method” ought to be able “to 
collect the remains of human races long since passed away, and of 
the works which they have left behind, to draw a parallel between 
them and similar ones which still exist on earth, and thus cut out 
a way to the knowledge of circumstances which have been, by 
comparing them with those which still exist”. 

13y means of his comparative method Nilsson arrived at a 
classification of prehistoric man based on the mode of subsistence. 
He distinguished four stages in man’s development: the savage 
stage, the childhood of the human race, when man is a hunter, 
fisher and collector of berries and fruits; the herdsman or nomad 
stage, the youth of the human race, when man subsists on the 
produce of his herds, with hunting as an occasional occupation; 
the third stage of man the agriculturist, and the fourth and final 
stage of civilisation , which Nilsson defined on the basis of coined 
money, writing, and the division of labour. Here, in this classi¬ 
fication, Nilsson was the pioneer of similar classifications later 
developed by Tylor and Morgan, and did in fact adumbrate a 
classification more relevant to history than that of the three-age 
system of his Danish contemporaries, But he did not pursue 
his ideas, nor equate his subsistence classification closely with the 
ages of Stone, Bronze and Iron, Although he was aware of the 
value of comparative ethnography and of non-archacological 
techniques he was in the grip of the archaeological material as 
much as were Thomsen and Worsaae. 

Worsaae faced up resolutely to the task of relating the archaeo¬ 
logical remains from Denmark to the known historic inhabitants 
of the north. He asked the sort of question which has occupied 
perhaps too much the minds of archaeologists for over a century: 
were the peoples distinguished by archaeology to be given linguistic 
and historic labels? The form in which Worsaae asked this 
perennial question was this: “Were the Stone Age folk which 
he had distinguished as the first inhabitants of Denmark to be 
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labelled Finns or Laplanders or Celts?” 1 After considerable 
discussion, Worsaae concludes they could not be dubbed with any 
of these labels but that they were “an older and still unknown race 
who in the course of time have disappeared before the immigration 
of more powerful nations, without leaving behind them any 
memorials except the Cromlechs of stone in which they deposited 
their dead, and the implements which, by the nature of their 
materials, were protected from decay”. He goes on from this 
sensible conclusion to a general statement far in advance of his 
times: “History”, writes Worsaae, “has scarcely preserved to 
us the memory of all the nations who have from the beginning 
inhabited Europe; it is therefore n vain error to assume that 
certain races must incontestably be the most ancient, because they 
arc the first which arc mentioned in the few and uncertain records 
which wc possess.” Worsaae was criticised for introducing a 
nameless and hitherto unknown people into the history of Europe : 
he was told that he was rendering little service to historical 
knowledge by this conclusion of his. He very properly dismissed 
as irrelevant a criticism which, if just, would render all prehistory 
of little service to historical knowledge. But that this criticism 
could be made shows the sceptical approach of historians at the 
time to the extension and complication of their problems by 
archaeology. 

Nor was Worsaae afraid of giving an absolute chronology to 
his Danish relative chronology. He suggested 3000 n.C. as the 
date of the arrival of the first settlers in Denmark; and dates the 
decorated objects of the Bronze Age to between 1400 and 1000 b.c. 

The real significance of the work of these pioneer Danish 
archaeologists needs to be stressed. Thomsen’s first aim, of 
course, was to arrange the material in the Museum at Copenhagen 
of which he was in charge, and to produce some order out of the 
collections. In so doing he not only introduced the first semblance 
of order into the study of antiquities, but postulated in man's 
prehistoric past three successive ages of Stone, Bronze and Iron. 
Instead of the romantic chaos of Druids and Ancient Britons and 
Germans that had fogged the picture of pre-Roman Europe, and 
of which Nyerup had complained, Thomsen provided three 
successive technological ages. He and his contemporaries and 
pupils introduced the idea of, and the basis for, the relative 
1 Primeval Antiquities, 133. 
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chronology without which prehistoric archaeology would never 
have emerged from the mere description of antiquities thought 
to be pre-Roman but conceived of as vaguely contemporary. By 
the beginning of the nineteenth century the antiquarianism 
engendered in the eighteenth century needed a fresh vision and an 
impetus to research, and these were given at once by Thomsen’s 
systematisation. It is therefore little wonder that, with justice, 
Ddchdettc described the threc-age system as ‘‘the basis of pre¬ 
history” and Macalister described it as “the corner-stone of 
modem archaeology 

Thomsen, Worsaae and Nilsson were not only responsible for 
the idea of the three ages. Between them, as we have seen, they 
were responsible for the cleat statement of'many doctrines and 
methods essential to the development of prehistory. And their 
work must be seen against the background of a great interest in 
prehistoric archaeology in the Scandinavian countries in the first 
half of the nineteenth century. The work of these three great 
prehistorians is merely the outstanding labour of many who in 
Denmark and Sweden at this time were studying seriously their 
prehistoric antiquities as a source for their early history. The 
Royal Society of Northern Antiquaries was founded in 1825, and 
by the middle of the century was publishing four journals, of 
which one, the Mbnoires de la SociM Royalc des Antiquaires du 
Nord, existed to summarise the advances in northern prehistory 
in French for the benefit of foreigners. By 1850 the Museum of 
Northern Antiquities in Copenhagen is described as having its 
“specimens arranged in 12 rooms of the palace of Christiansborg 
in chronological order according to the ascertained or conjectured 
age of the objects, first the articles from the three successive 
periods of Heathen Antiquity, viz. the Stone Age, the Bronze Age 
and the Iron Age; then the articles from the Catholic Times also 
divided into periods”. Worsaae declared in 1847 that there were 
more than 3,000 implements of bronze, “a very large room 
filled with antiquities of brass, among which arc complete shields 
and several large trumpets of war, between two and three hundred 
complete swords and daggers of brass, several hundred celts and 
brass hatchets, lanceheads, ornaments, etc.” 1 

Besides the National Museum there were in Copenhagen at 
this time a Cabinet for American Antiquities, an Ethnographical 
1 Journal of t/ie Royal Irish Acadrmy, 1846-47, 314. 
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Cabinet, and the Antique Cabinet, or “collection of the classical 
antiquities of southern countries and there were also “Cabinets 
for Northern Antiquities" in Bergen, Christiania, Stockholm, 
Lund and Kiel. 

The question must now be asked: why did the Danes achieve 
what Colt Hoare and the Celtophiles of L’Academic Celtiquc were 
unable to achieve? How is it that the revolution in antiquarian 
thought which transformed the dilettantism of antiquaries into the 
historical research of archaeologists took place in Danmark in the 
early nineteenth century? Worsaac himself supplied one answer. 
He thought that the French Revolution had a great deal to do with 
the development of archaeology and prehistory in the early nine¬ 
teenth century. “With a greater respect for the political rights of 
the people", he declared in an address to the Royal Irish Academy, 
“there awakened in the nations themselves a deeper interest in 
their own history, language and nationality." He argued that 
the Danes turned to a study of their early history after great 
national calamities, “as a time from the contemplation of which 
their spirit of nationality might gain support, and in whose 
memories they found the hope of a new and equally glorious era 
again". 1 

Ingwald Undsct has given two reasons why the great advances 
in prehistory took place between 1800 and 1850 in Scandinavia 
rather than in other European countric8. a Scandinavia is 
particularly rich in ancient monuments, and the problem of the 
unexplained features of the cultural landscape was constantly 
before the eyes of the Danish and Swedish naturalists and 
historians. Secondly, Scandinavia was not reached by the Roman 
invasions: history semu stricto began there a thousand years later 
than it did in England and France. In Scandinavia there were 
only Heathen and Catholic times, as the Copenhagen Museum 
realised, and there were no convenient labels derived from history 
with which to break up Heathen times. The Scandinavian 
historians did not even have the doubtful assistance of labels such 
as Celtic, Romano-British and Anglo-Saxon which had stood 
British antiquaries in such good stead. The urgency of the 
problem was thus much greater in Scandinavia than it was in 
northern Europe; it was surely unreasonable that the history of 

1 Journal of the Royal frith Academy, 1846-47, 311-312. 

* Revue d’Anthropolagie, 1887, 313 ff. 
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Denmark and Sweden must be left to begin in the tenth century 
a.d. when history had been recorded in France for a thousand 
years and in the east Mediterranean for twice as long. A method 
must be found to transmute the Scandinavian antiquities into 
history. The only method was that of archaeology. 

But these reasons merely explain that opportunity existed 
for the early development of archaeology in northern Europe. 
Wc must still pay homage to men like Vedcl-Simomcn, Thomsen, 
Hildebrand, Nilsson and Woreaac, who 6eizcd and improved on 
that opportunity. In a Marxian interpretation of the development 
of archaeology and anthropology 1 Crawford has argued that 
both these branches of learning came into being as a result of the 
Industrial Revolution. This view has been widely quoted, though 
it i9 little more than a half-truth. Crawford argues that the 
large-scale digging for coal mines, iron mines, railway cuttings, 
tunnels and ballast pits, farm and fen drainage, dredging, building, 
the extension of arable land which wc associate with the Industrial 
Revolution brought with it the discovery of large quantities of 
"curios” whether in the form of fossils or artefacts, and that 
from these collections of curios and the observation of stratigraphy 
was born geology, archaeology, as well as the Darwinian restate¬ 
ment of evolution. This he would regard as the creative result 
of the Industrial Revolution, while the non-crcativc result was 
the growth of a leisured bourgeois class with acquisitive habits 
who formed private archaeological collections and arranged them 
typologically, a process leading, especially in Denmark and 
Switzerland, Crawford alleges, to nothing but a dead end. 

The facts are otherwise. The leisured bourgeois class of 
collectors were in the nineteenth century merely replacing the 
leisured aristocratic collectors of the eighteenth century and 
earlier, as they were themselves replaced by State museums and 
University collections in the twentieth century. Sir John Evans 
and his contemporaries were no new phenomenon in history; 
they came of a long line of collectors going back to the Earl of 
Arundel, the Duke of Buckingham and John Tradescant. The 
Cabinets of the Copenhagen museums were lineal descendants of 
Tradescant’s "Closet of Curiosities”. Far from the nineteenth- 
century collections leading to a typological dead end, they lead, 

1 "The Dialectical Process in the History of Science," Sociological Review, 
193a, 165-173. 
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as \vc have seen, directly to the formulation of the three-age 
system which was without doubt mainly responsible for the 
nineteenth-century development of prehistory. The three-age 
system grew up in a country les 3 affected than most at the time by 
the Industrial Revolution, and one whose antiquarian collections 
were based mainly on the excavation and analysis of surface 
antiquities. The human fossils of the palaeolithic would in any 
ease have been missing from the deep excavations of Denmark. 
It is true, of course, that geology was directly responsible for the 
knowledge of the antiquity of man, and that geology gave, in the 
persons of Prcstwich, Falconer, John Evans, Pengclly and Iloyd 
Dawkins, very fine scholars to arcJuteology. Hut the recognition 
of the antiquity of man was only one of the two foundation stones 
of prehistory in the nineteenth century, and it did not take place 
until after the middle of the century. The other foundation 
stone was the three-age system, and that was set out clearly forty 
years before the authenticity of the Somme gravel finds was 
publicly declared in the Royal Society, and Prcstwich and Pengclly 
dug the Windmill Hill Cave at Brixham. 


4. Archaeology in 1840 

What was then the state of prehistoric archaeology in 1840? 
The answer is that, apart from a group of intellectuals in Denmark 
and Sweden, it hardly existed. We have stressed that prehistoric 
archaeology as we know it has three contributory sources—the 
advance of geology, the pushing backwards of the frontiers of 
history by archaeological means and, thirdly, the growth of 
archaeological technique out of antiquarianism—the deliberate 
wresting of historical facts from the monuments of the past that 
have survived. 

By 1840 liistorians had been able to make little impression on 
the field of prehistory by their unaided labours, though the work 
of scholars like Champoliion and Rawlinson was showing how 
history could extend itself backwards into a field where languages 
other than those known at the beginning of the nineteenth century 
were spoken and written. By 1840 geologists were, however, 
making a startling and unique contribution to the development 
of archaeology, although it was still not being appreciated. The 
Catastrophists were being routed, and Schmeriing, MacEncry 

54 ’ 


t 



ANTIQUARIAN AND GEOLOGICAL REVOLUTIONS 

and ToumaJ, if not de Christol and Bouc, had proved the 
contemporaneity of man with extinct animals. 

The Mosaic cosmogony and Archbishop Ussher’s chronology 
were being disproved, but the full implications of these discoveries 
were not yet properly understood. " In the 40s ”, writes G. M. 
Young, "the religious world was divided into those who did not 
know what the geologists were saying and those who did not 
mind.” 1 But there were some who began to fear the under¬ 
mining influence of geology and its child, archaeology; Blomficld 
would not allow ladies to attend geological lectures at King’s 
College, London. 

But it was impossible to muzzle the findings of the geologists. 
The British Association for the Advancement of Science was 
founded in 1830. In 1800 GeorgeBirkbcck of Glasgow started the 
first course of lectures which developed into the first Mechanics' 
Institute. The London Mechanics’ Institute was founded by 
Birkbeck and Brougham in 1826 and Mechanics’ Institutes were 
very important, in the second quarter of the century, in dissemin¬ 
ating knowledge to the lower middle classes.* G. M. Young has 
argued that the work of the Society for the Diffusion of Useful 
Knowledge and the Literary, Scientific and Mechanics’ Institutes 
was mainly literary—the Bible and its commentators, Milton, 
the economists, philosophers, and historians; science, he says, 
apart from phrenology (1), “for want of apparatus, did not much 
affect the workman: the culture of the self-educated man was still 
literary”.* This may be true of physical science: but geology 
and the geological beginnings of archaeology were certainly to find 
their place in these institutes. Pengelly’s first successes as an 
expositor of the antiquity of man was in the Torquay Mechanics’ 
Institute. 

The lower middle classes were also reached through the 
remarkable publications of William and Robert Chambers, 
notably Chambers's Journal , which began in 1832, the Educational 
Course , the Miscellany of Instructive and Amusing Tracts, begun in 
1845, and completed in twenty volumes, “to furnish innocent 
entertainment mingled with correct information and instruction ”, 
the Family Herald , the Repository of Instructive and Amusing 

* Victorian England, 74. 

* Vide Coates, Report on the State of Literary, Scientific and Mechanici 
Institutes, 1841. 

* Victorian England, 36. 
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Tracts (1852), and, of course, Robert Chambers’s Vestiges 0} 
Creation , anonymously published in 1844, and in its way com¬ 
parable to Wells's Outline of History published in 1920 These 
many works included facts of Pleistocene geology and correct 
information and instruction about early man. At the same time 
the upper middle classes were being instructed by the Spectator , 
the Gentleman's Magazine and the Athenaeum. John Mitford 
became editor of the Gentleman's Magazine in 1824 and filled it 
with antiquarian and archaeological information and discussion. 

Of course there were many journals and men of learning who 
took no interest in the development of science and field studies. 
The British Association was much jeered at in its early days: 
John Bull called it in 1835 the most glaring “among the extensive 
humbugs which so eminently distinguish this very extraordinary 
enlightened age”. 

Interest of course was not enough. Only in two countries had 
an interest in antiquities produced a systematic attempt to wrest 
out of the antiquities some facts of prehistory. This was in 
Denmark and Sweden, and here, by 1840, the real foundations of 
scientific archaeology had been laid. Not only the famous 
tripartite system, but, as we have seen, ideas of invasion, diffusion 
and homotaxy, the principles of typology, the comparative method, 
the synchronological technique had all been set out in the writings 
of those three great men, Thomsen, Worsane and Nilsson. They 
were responsible for what can only be described as a revolution 
in antiquarianism. As the Swiss scholar Morlot wrote, as early 
as 1868, the growth of prehistoric archaeology was really due to 
the diffusion of the ideas of these three men through Europe. 
To that, and to the proofs given by Pengclly nnd Boucher dc 
Perthes, that Schmcrling and Toumal and MacEncry had been 
right all the time in their claims for the antiquity of man, and to 
the demonstrations by Botta, Layard and Sir John Evans that 
history could extend itself backwards by archaeological methods. 
If the great event, archacologically speaking, of the period 1800-40 
was the Danish antiquarian revolution, we cannot say that pre¬ 
historic archaeology exists until the results of this revolution were 
spread throughout Europe, and the work of Pcngelly, Boucher dc 
Perthes, Botta, Layard and Marictte had taken place. These 
were achievements of the period from 1840-75. 
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XIIH BIRTH or archaeology: 1840-70 
1. The Antiquity of Man 

T HE two discoveries that persuaded the scientific world 
to accept the contemporaneity of man and extinct animals 
were those of Falconer and Pengclly at Brixham, and of 
Boucher dc Perthes in the Somme valley. The labours of these 
men crowned the discoveries of John Frerc, MacEnery, Tournal, 
de Christol and Schmerling, which had hitherto been disbelieved 
or disregarded. 

MacEnery’s excavations at Kent’s Cavern, Torquay, had 
been continued in 1840 by R. A. C. Godwin Austen. He had no 
such scruples as Father MacEnery and no respect for the views 
of the Diluvialists, declaring roundly that “the bones of the cave- 
mammals and the works of man must have been introduced into 
the cave before the floor of the stalagmite had been formed”. 
In 1846 a committee of the newly founded Torquay Natural 
History Society was appointed further to explore Kent’s Cavern. 
These excavations were directed by William Pcngelly, a local 
schoolmaster and private coach, with ait overmastering passion 
for geological research. The work of this committee under 
Pengclly proved that the observations of MacEnery and Godwin 
Austen had been correct. 

It was not, however, until the Brixham Cave had been 
excavated that the scientific world in England was prepared to 
accept the South Devon evidence for the contemporaneity of 
man and extinct animals. In 1858, in quarrying the rock which 
overlooks Brixham Harbour, a series of fissures was accidentally 
discovered. Falconer thought this should prove an excellent 
test section, and one which would avoid the criticisms made of the 
Kent’s Hole finds, namely, that the cave had been disturbed. He 
interested the Royal and Geological Societies in this cave at 
Windmill Hill, Brixham, and a committee was set up to take charge 
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of the excavations, consisting of Falconer, Ramsay, Prestwick, 
Lyell, Godwin Austen and Pengelly. William Pengclly himself 
superintended the excavations, which lasted from July 1858 to 
the summer of 1859. They were crowned with success; flint 
tools were found associated with extinct animals in the cave-carth, 
“on which lay a sheet of stalagmite from three to eight inches 
thick; and having within it and on it relics of lion, hyaena, bear, 
mammoth, rhinoceros and reindeer”. 1 

TJhe Brixham discoveries alone convinced many people. 
Prestwich has described how the Brixham evidence affected him, 8 
and in his address to the Geological Section of the British Associ¬ 
ation in Aberdeen, in 1859, Sir Charles Lyell said: “The facts 
recently brought to light during the systematic investigation . . . 
of the Brixham Cave must, I think, have prepared you to admit 
that scepticism in regard to the cave evidence in favour of the 
antiquity of man had previously been pushed to an extreme." * 

When the excavations at Brixham were completed Pengclly 
returned to his work at Kent’s Cavern. He excavated here for 
nearly twenty years, from 1865 to 1883, under the auspices of a 
committee of the British Association. He was able to demonstrate 
further what MacEnery had first demonstrated, and what he 
himself had proved to sceptics at Brixham, nnmely, the certain fact 
that man had inhabited these caves at a time when Devonshire 
was also inhabited by extinct mammals such as mammoth and 
woolly rhinoceros. He rescued MacEnery's original account and 
published it, as well as the full results of his own long years of 
excavations. 4 

Jacques Boucher de Crfivecoeur de Perthes, a customs official 
of Abbeville, became interested in archaeology through his 
friend Picard, who was studying the “Celtic” remains—in reality 
Neolithic chipped flints, polished axes and broken bones—thrown 
out by dredging in the Somme canal. But his great interest was 
in. the pre-Celtic or “diluvial” remains of man and extinct animals 
found in the quarries of Menchccourt and Moulin-Quignon, near 

1 Address to Southport Meeting of the British Association, 1883, reprinted 
in Pengelly, William Pengelly, 74-77. 

9 Phil. Tram . Roy. Soc., 1860, 280. 

• Report Brit. Ass., 1895: Trans. Sect*., 93. The full publication of tho 
Brixham Cave is by Pengclly, Bush, Evans and Prestwick in Proc. Roy. Soe., 
xx, <14, published in 1873. 

‘ Pengelly, "The Literature of Kent’s Cavern," Tram. Devon. Ass., XVI, 

189- 434 * 
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Abbeville. From 1837 onwards he began to collect from the 
Somme gravel6 roughly chipped flints associated with bones of 
extinct animals. These chipped flints, which he termed haches 
diluviennes , were exhibited in 1838 to the. Socidtd Imp^riale 
d’Ismulation de la Somme at Abbeville, and the following year 
to the Inslitut at Paris, and were published in his five-volume 
work, Dc la Creation: essai sur I'origine et la progression des Stres 
(Abbeville, 1838-41). Undaunted by the cold reception which 
his finds and publications received, he went on collecting and 
working, and in 1847 published the first volume of a three-volume 
work entitled Antiques Celtiqucs et Ant ^diluviennes. The title 
of this work indicates at once the result of his researches; the 
haches diluviennes , aa he had at first termed them, were in reality, 
he now believed, haches antidiluviennes, and the association of 
human artefacts and extinct animals in the Somme gravels was 
not to be explained any longer by the Diluvial theory. 

The members of the Socidt<£ d’Ismulation at Abbeville had 
not taken seriously Boucher de Perthes’s discoveries and theories: 
the Institut had received him with derision. His books were 
regarded as the work of a crank. "At the very mention of the 
words 'axe* and 'diluvium”’, lie said at a meeting of the Soci^td 
d’Emulation in i860, "I observe a smile on the face of those 
to whom I speak. It is the workmen who help me, not the 
geologists." Most of the geologists were still believers in diluvial 
catastrophes. But gradually they changed their views in face of 
Boucher dc Perthes’s insistence and the evidence from the Somme 
gravels which he steadily accumulated and persistently displayed. 1 

The first convert was Dr Rigollot of Amiens. Rigollot 
excavated in gravel pits at Saint-Achcul with the avowed intention 
of disproving Boucher de Perthes’s theories. His excavations, 
however, achieved the reverse of this purpose; he became con¬ 
verted to dc Perthes’s views, and in his Mimoirts tur les Instru¬ 
ments en Silex trouvies d Saint-Acheul, published at Amiens in 
1854, he provided further evidence of the contemporaneity of 
early man and extinct mammals. A young French palaeontolo¬ 
gist, Albert Gaudry, conducted further personal excavations at 
Amiens and Saint-Acheul, and was also convinced by the evidence. 


* And the Soci6t6 d’Bmulation d’Abbeville eventually made amend*. In 
1908 a atatue to Boucher de Perthea waa unveiled at Abbeville I Vido Built tin 
de la Soc. d Em. d'Abbeville, 1908. 
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In 1858 the English geologist Falconer happened to be visiting 
the Somme valley on his way to examine the eaves of Sicily; he 
saw the chipped flints and thought that Boucher de Perthes’s 
claims were reasonable. On returning to England he explained 
his views to his colleagues and urged Prcstwich and John Evans to 
visit the Somme gravels. 'Phis they did in the following year, 
spending a considerable time studying the discoveries at Abbeville 
and Amiens. Before crossing to France, Evans, who had hitherto 
been mainly interested in early British coins, wrote as follows in 
his diary of his reactions to the finds at Brixham and Abbeville: 
"Think of their finding flint axes and arrowheads at Abbeville in 
conjunction with bones of Elephants and Rhinoceroses 40 ft. 
below the surface in a bed of drift. In this hone cave in Devon¬ 
shire, now being excavated by the Geological Society, they say 
they have found arrowheads among the bones and the same is 
reported of a cave in Sicily. I can hardly believe it. It will make 
my ancient Britons quite modern if man is carried back in England 
to the days when Elephants, Rhinoceroses, Hippopotamuses and 
Tigers were also inhabitants of the country." 1 At Abbeville 
the hardly credible was demonstrated as fact; "the flat axes and 
implements found among the beds of gravel", wrote Evans, were 
"evidently deposited at the same time with them—in fact the 
remains of a race of men who existed at the time when the deluge 
or whatever was the origin of these gravel beds took place ".* 

On returning to England Prcstwich read a paper to the Royal 
Society on May 26, 1859, entitled: On the Occurrence of Flint 
Implements , associated with the Remains of Animals of Extinct 
Species in beds of a late Geological Period at Amiens and Abbeville 
and in England at Hoxnc. Prcstwich now demonstrated the 
importance of John Frere’s hitherto forgotten discoveries at 
Hoxnc, and showed how the work of Pengelly in Devonshire and 
Boucher de Perthes in north France had convinced him of the 
great antiquity of man. "It was not", he said “until I had 
myself witnessed the conditions under which these flint implements 
had been found at Brixham that I became fully impressed with 
the validity of the doubts thrown upon the previously prevailing 
opinions with respect to such remains in eaves." After Prestwich’s 
paper, which was attended by Lyell, Murchison, Huxley, Faraday 

1 Quoted from Joan Evans, Time and Chance, too. 

• Ibid., ioi. 
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and Wheatstone, John Evans spoke of the flint implements; on 
June 2 he read a paper on them to the Society of Antiquaries in 
which he said: “This much appears to be established beyond 
doubt, that in a period of antiquity remote beyond any of which 
wc have hitherto found traces, this portion of the globe was 
peopled by man.” Both papers were well received: “generally 
believed in” wrote Evans in his journal after the Antiquaries 
meeting. And in the meeting of the British Association at 
Aberdeen in 1859 Sir Charles Lyell, giving the presidential 
address to Section C, declared that he was “fully prepared to 
corroborate the conclusions . . . recently laid before the Royal 
Society by Mr Prestwich”. The extent of the general acceptance 
is shown by Professor Ramsay's article in the Athenaeum for 
July 16, 1859, where he wrote: “For more than twenty years, 
like others of my craft, 1 have daily handled stones, whether 
fashioned by nature or art; and the flint hatchets of Amiens and 
Abbeville seem to me as clearly works of art as any Sheffield 
whittle.” 

In 1857, two years before these solemn pronouncements 
were being made in London and Aberdeen, the long bones and 
skull-cap of a manlike being were discovered in a limestone cave 
in the small ravine of Neanderthal on the River Dtissel, in Rhenish 
Prussia. Schaaffhausen, who first described these remains at 
Bonn, noted the large size, the low forehead, and enormous brow- 
ridges of the skull-cap—the features we now list as typical of 
Neanderthal man. His view was that the Neanderthal skeleton 
belonged “to a barbarous and savage race” and he regarded it "as 
the most ancient memorial of the early inhabitants of Europe”. 1 
Dr Fuhlrott, who had assisted in the recovery of some of the 
bones, agreed with Schaaffhausen. Virchow, however, declared 
the remains those of a pathological idiot, while Broca insisted the 
remains were undiseased. Huxley accepted and confirmed the 
views of Schaaffhausen and Fuhlrott, recognising the Neanderthal 
find as the remains of the most apelike human being yet found. 
He placed it below the Australian aborigines in physical type and 
declared it “ more nearly allied to the higher apes than the latter 
are to the lower ’\ 4 

1 SchaafThttuacn, translated by Busk, Nature History Review, April 1861. 

• Man'1 Place in Nature, iii, 156-171. See alao Lyell, Antiquity oj Man , 
75, and Boyd Dawkina, Cave Hunting, 340-241. 
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Boucher de Perthes was not satisfied with finding only the 
artefacts of early man in the Somme gravels. It was liis ambition 
to find also the bones of the makers of these early tools. His 
first finds of human bones from the Moulin-Quignon pit were 
declared by anatomists and geologists to be too badly preserved 
for certain diagnosis. Undeterred by this first failure, Boucher 
de Perthes offered a reward of two hundred francs to the finder 
of the fossil remains of man. Very shortly the reward was 
claimed: a complete jawbone and some teeth were found, to¬ 
gether with hand-axes, in the gravels of the pit in March 1863. 
Quatrefages read a paper to the Institut accepting the Moulin- 
Quignon jaw. Lycll accepted its authenticity: "In 1863 de 
Perthes clinched his view by discovering near Abbeville, in a 
Pleistocene deposit, a human jaw associated with worked flints," 
he wrote. "The certainty of the find was absolute," declared 
de Perthes; but this was not so. For some while de Perthes’s 
workmen had been forging flint implements and salting the gravel 
pit with them. John Evans visited the pit and wrote: "I doubt 
the whole affair." Prestwich and Evans found de Perthes 
honestly persuaded of the authenticity of these finds; they were 
equally persuaded they were spurious. Boucher de Perthes 
permitted Keeping, who had dug with Prestwich and Pcngelly 
at Brixham, to make an independent investigation at Moulin- 
Quignon. After a most careful investigation Keeping found that 
Boucher de Perthes had been "swindled by his workmen and that 
the axes were false ”. Evans wrote in the Athenaeum for July 4, 
1863, that the Moulin-Quignon finds were fraudulent, but vindicated 
Boucher from any imputation of fraud; he had merely been the 
victim of his own over-enthusiasm, and the cupidity and skill of 
his workmen. "The implements and jaw in the blackband at 
Moulin-Quignon are recent manufactures," wrote Evans, who, 
following his exposure of this unfortunate forgery, was described 
by Lartet as " Inspector-General of all forgeries on both sides of 
the Channel ” I 

2. Prehistory and Evolution 

Pengelly often declared that the apathy and scepticism with 
which the discoveries of early man had been received before his 
researches at Brixham and Kent’s Cavern, and the recognition by 
English geologists of the authenticity of Boucher de Perthes’s 
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work, was due not so much to the alleged improbability of these 
finds, but to doubts regarding the trustworthiness of the evidence 
given. Certainly his own work in Devon and its sponsoring by 
the Geological Society and the British Association, and the 
championship of dc Perthes by Prcstwich, Evans and Lyell, 
guaranteed the trustworthiness of the evidence, as F. S. Ellis 
writes in Pengelly’s biography, “beyond all danger of refutation 
and out of the pale of reasonable controversy *\ But there was 
more to it than merely the authentication of well-attested excava¬ 
tions. The discoveries in Devon and on the Somme were 
announced to a world which was now prepared to accept them. 
The old battle between Diluvialists and Fluvialists was gradually 
ending in favour of the latter. The influence of Lycll’s work was 
tremendous. Geology was becoming fashionable; crowds flocked 
to hear scientific lectures on geology whether they were given by 
Lyell in King’s College, London, or by Pengelly to the Torquay 
Mechanics' Institute and Natural History Society. Harriet 
Martineau declared that in the period following the Waverlcy 
Novels “ the general middle-class public purchased five copies of 
an expensive work on geology to one of the most popular novels 
of the time", and R. H. Murray notes that "the young lady who 
figures in Pride and Prejudice as a student of literature reappears 
in Sybil as a student of astronomy Nevertheless the facts of 
the antiquity of man were very startling and difficult to assimilate. 
Pitt-Rivcrs, when addressing a greeting of the Archaeological 
Institute in Salisbury in 1887, recalled the first meeting of the 
Institute there thirty-eight years previously. “No individual 
amongst those who assembled here in 1849”, he declared, “had 
the least idea that beneath his very feet were to be found relics 
of man’s workmanship at a time when he was contemporary with 
the elephant and other extinct, animals." 

Lyell had discussed in his Principles of Geology the idea of the 
development of organic forms from one another, an idea which he 
referred to as transmutation. This idea of the transmutation or 
transformation of species had often been discussed by philosophers 
and naturalists in the preceding two hundred years, and the general 
philosophic doctrine of evolution, that is to say that the world 
attained its present form by a slow process through the ages and 
not by a single creative act, had been propounded by Greek and 
medieval philosophers. The general theory of the modification 
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of species was discussed by Buffon (1707-88), who thought that 
apes were degraded men, by Charles Darwin’s grandfather, 
Erasmus Darwin (1731-1802), who wrote in his Zoonomia (1794-96) 
that “animals undergo perpetual transformations which arc in 
part produced by their own exertions . . . and many of these 
acquired forms or propensities arc transmitted to their posterity”; 
by Lamarck (1744-1829), who believed that there were no frontiers 
between species, which changed due to variations in the environ¬ 
ment, and remained constant only so long as the environment 
was unchanged, and, of course, by Robert Chambers, whose 
•anonymously published Vestiges of Creation (1844) introduced 
Lamarckianism to the English reading public of the Chambers's 
publications, and had a very great vogue; it was in fact, for a 
while, a national sensation. And Herbert Spencer was preaching 
a fully developed doctrine of evolution in the years preceding the 
publication of the Origin of Species in 1859. 

It was Lyell who first used the philosophy of evolution in its 
relation to the development of organic forms as revealed in the 
record of the rocks—the Palaeontological Record, to use the 
phrase he invented. It was the reading of Lyell’s Principles that 
suggested to Darwin the general theory of evolution, just as it was 
the reading of Malthus’s Essay on Population that suggested to him 
the ideas of the Struggle for Existence and the Survival of the 
Fittest. By a curious chance it was also the reading of Malthus's 
book that made Wallace, in Temate, sit down and in three days 
write his famous paper, the reception of which in manuscript by 
Darwin precipitated his publication of the theories he had been 
working on for many years. Darwin and Wallace published 
their statements of the evolutionary theory separately in 1858 
in the same volume of the Proceedings of the Linnaean Society, 
and in 1859 Darwin’s case was stated fully in his Origin of Species 
by Means of Natural Selection or the Preservation of Favoured 
Races in the Struggle for Life. 

What Darwin did was, by his advocacy, to win general 
acceptance for the general theory of evolution by showing how it 
could happen through natural selection “without the inference of 
Paley’s supcr-watchmaker ”, to quote Esmi Wingficld-Strntford. 
He suggested a simple and apparently universal biological 
mechanism producing changes of form, and presented the struggle 
of living forms as natural selection by the survival of the fittest. 
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Darwin at first expressed no opinion on the effect of his theory on 
man’s ancestry, nor did he in the Origin of Species comment on the 
oft-repeated anatomical likenesses between man and the apes 
except to say “ much light will be thrown on the origin of man and 
his history". The extension of Darwinism to man was due to 
T. H. Huxley (1825-95), “Darwin’s bulldog" as he styled himself, 
whose Man's Place in Nature was published in 1863. In this 
widely read work Huxley stated that in body and in brain man 
differed from some apes less than apes differed among themselves, 
a demonstration which Darwin accepted as “conclusive" in his 
Descent of Man (1871) and hie Expression of the Emotions in Man 
and the Animals (1872). In these works Darwin expounds the 
extension to man of the theory of evolution. It is worth noting 
in passing that Wallace in his Natural Selection kept man quite 
apart from his general argument. 

The publication of the Origin of Species projected a battle far 
more violent than that between Diluvialists and Fluvialists. 
The publication of Essays and Reviews in 1859 marked the begin¬ 
ning of that battle. To many, as Dampier has said, “the effect 
seemed ... to be devastating, to overwhelm the pliilosophic and 
religious landmarks of the human race". Nowadays, when the 
belief in the mutability of species and the gradual development of 
organic life over long periods of time from simple to more developed 
forms is a part of the accepted thought of most people, and when 
natural selection is only one of several evolutionary hypotheses, 
the mid-nineteenth-century battles of the evolutionists and the 
anti-evolutionists seem very far away, and Huxley's clash with 
“ Soapy Sam" Wilberforcc at the i860 British Association meeting 
at Oxford, and Disraeli’s declaration that he was on the side of the 
angels, seem to be, as indeed they arc, very much a matter of 
history. 

Very gradually the scientific world, and more slowly the 
informed public, became converted alike to uniformitarianism and 
Darwinism. Hooker, Huxley, Asa Gray, Lubbock and Carpenter 
were easily convened. Lycll announced his conversion at the 
Royal Society Dinner in 1864. But it was a slow process. Mivart 
called Darwinism “a puerile hypothesis"; as late as 1849 a pupil 
of Cuvier’s was insisting on 27 successive creations, and Elie de 
Beaumont in 1868 still believed in the sudden formation of the 
organic world and of mountain chains. In 1857 Philip Henry 
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Gosse, in his Omphalos: an Attempt to untie the Geological Knot , 
argued that while the fossils discovered by the palaeontologist 
appeared to show organic evolution, as Lyell and Darwin were 
arguing, God might have so arranged them at the creation in order 
to damn nineteenth-century scientists, much as He gave Adam 
a navel to tempt men into the sin of sensible reasoning 1 1 To this 
there is really no answer. 

Very slowly the climate of thought of the scientific world of 
the second half of the nineteenth century was being formed. It 
was a climate disposed to scientific studies, and dominated by the 
twin doctrines of uniformitarianism and evolution. The Industrial 
Revolution, with its consequential excavations for canals and 
railways, had given a great fillip to the study of field geology and 
archaeology by providing large ready-cut sections to be studied. 
It created a new class of wealthy industrialists, some of whom had 
leisure to devote to the study of nature and early man. It called 
into being the consultant geologist: Prestwich was such a one and 
John Evans often worked in this capacity. The industrialists and 
consultant geologists began to take the place of the country squires 
and landed gentry, to whom in the nineteenth century field 
antiquarianism had almost been one of their field 9ports. It 
was in this new social and cultural environment that prehistoric 
archaeology came into being, 

This new way of scientific thinking, with its emphasis on 
uniformitarianism and evolution, enabled the discoveries of 
Pengelly and Boucher de Perthes to he accepted readily, whereas 
only a generation before, when the immutability of species and cata- 
strophist diluvianism were the orders of thought, the discoveries 
of Schmcrling and MacEnery had passed unnoticed or been 
rejected with scorn. The doctrine of evolution not only made 
people more ready to believe in the antiquity of man; it made the 
roughly chipped artefacts from Devon and the Somme not only 
credible, but essential. If man had gradually evolved from a 
prehuman ancestor with no culture to the cultured animal of 
Egypt and Greece, then there must be evidence of his primitive 
culture in the most recent geological levels. Evolutionary beliefs 
not only made Boucher de Perthes’s hand-axes easy to believe in, 
they made it necessary that more evidences of early human 

1 This it how n hasty Prow interpreted Gosse’s theory: actuoJIy hi* argument 

not quite so crude. Vide Edmund Gosae, Father and Son (1V07), chapter V. 
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culture should be found, and that traces should also be found of 
other stages of culture leading from these simple tools to the 
complex equipment and buildings of the known early liistoric 
civilisations. 

The doctrine of evolution undermined the Mosaic theory 
of the fixity of species; it demanded a very long time for the 
development of the species including man, and it suggested that 
man was descended from a common ancestor with the apes. 
Clough said that now the First Cause would turn out to be “a 
smudgy person with a sub-intelligent look about the eyes”. The 
Neanderthal man would have fitted this description. Huxley 
wrote of the Origin of Species that, “It did the immense service 
of freeing us for ever from the dilemma—Refuse ro accept the 
Creation hypothesis, and what have you to propose that can be 
accepted by any cautious rcasoncr?” The geologists and archae¬ 
ologists were producing a sequence of gradually evolving stages 
of material culture which they invited the cautious rcasoner to 
accept. 

Here then, in the discoveries of artefacts in south Devon 
and north France, and of a human skeleton in Prussia, and the 
recognition of these discoveries as human, is the beginning of 
prehistoric archaeology. Prehistory could only be ancient 
history, a subject dealing with the Greeks, the Celts, the Ancient 
Britons and Druids, the shadowy figures of early history, until 
its scope was clearly shown. Kent's Cavern, the Brixham Cave, 
the Somme gravels and Neanderthal man demonstrated this 
scope. Archaeology began, as wc have seen, as an antiquarian 
study arising out of interest in nature, the landscape and ancient 
history. But it was geology, by demonstrating the antiquity of 
man and his artefacts, and by setting limits far back in the past 
before the shadowy beginnings of written history, and before the 
conventionally accepted date of 4004 B.C., that defined the limits 
and set the problems of prehistoric archaeology. If the teachings 
of stratigraphical geology were correct, man had existed aa a 
cultured animal for countless centuries. What had been his 
culture during these centuries ? How had it developed since the 
crude hand-axes of the Somme gravels ? How long had that de¬ 
velopment taken ? The discovery of this story and of techniques 
to unravel this story has been the central task of archaeology for the 
last hundred years. 
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3. The Development of Near-Eastern Archaeology 

It has already been mentioned how Napoleon's expedition to 
Egypt began the interest of the West in the prehistoric and proto- 
historicantiquiticsof Egypt. It was during the French occupation, 
and quite by chance, that the famous Rosetta Stone was found. 
In 1799 one of Napoleon's officers, by name Boussard, or Bouchard, 
found in the excavations for a fort at Rashid, near Alexandria, a 
black basalt stone—the stone now famous as the Rosetta Stone — 
bearing inscriptions in Greek, demotic and hieroglyphics. The 
decipherment of the demotic and hieroglyphic inscriptions on 
the Rosetta Stone, and on other monuments, including an obelisk 
discovered on the island of Philae in 1822, was the key to the early 
records of Egyptian civilisation. The work of decipherment was 
carried out by De Sacy, Akerblad, Dr Thomas Young (1773-1829), 
whose results were printed in his article on Egypt in the 1818 
edition of the Encyclopcedia Britannica , and by Jean Francois 
Champollion (1790-1832), whose work was published in 1822 
and who perhaps deserves the main credit, although he used the 
work of AJcerblad and Young. 

A second great survey of Egyptian antiquities was made in 
1828 by Rosellini, assisted by Champollion. This survey 
extended southwards to the first cataract at Aswan. In 1840 
Lepsius made a survey of Nubian antiquities as far south as 
Khartoum. He also excavated several sites in the neighbourhood 
of Memphis and elsewhere, and discovered and published 
inscriptions of Egyptian copper miners in Sinai. 

By 1850 the major surface antiquities of ancient Egypt had been 
listed, and the Egyptian script had been deciphered. Ancient 
Egypt was now ready to take its place among the great civilisations 
on the verge of history sensu stricto. Books began to appear 
popularising the Egyptian discoveries. Among them were John 
Kenrick’s Ancient Egypt under the Pharaohs (1850) and Sir John 
Gardner Wilkinson’s Manners and Customs of the Ancient 
Egyptians. 1 And from this time Egypt begins to assume that 
primacy in claimants for the origin of civilisation which reached 
its oddest form in the Egyptocentric hyper-diffusionist doctrines 
of the Elliot Smith school many years later. “Egyptian archae- 


1 Fint scries (3 vola.), 1837; second series (3 vols.), 1841; both scries fn 5 
vols., 1847. 
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ology and history have undergone a complete revolution since the 
commencement of the present century, and especially since the 
discovery of the hicroglyphical character/' wrote Kenrick in 1850. 
“ There is no difficulty in fixing on the country from which Ancient 
History must begin. The monuments of Egypt, its records and 
its literature, surpass those of India and China in antiquity by 
many centuries." 1 

Excavation soon followed the description of monuments and 
the collection of portable antiquities. Among the most colourful 
and extraordinary people to commence excavations in Egypt 
during the early nineteenth century was Bclzoni. His methods 
and techniques—or lack of techniques—are discussed in a later 
chapter. Bclzoni’s work in Egypt was accomplished in 1817-19 
and published by Murray in the Narrative of the Operations and 
Recent Discoveries within the Pyramids, Temples, Tombs, and 
Excavations in Egypt and Nubia, in 1820. The real beginnings 
of Egyptian excavation are not, however, with tomb robbers like 
Bclzoni and Drouctti, but with Mariettc. 

Mariettc was sent out to Egypt in 1850 by the Louvre to search 
for Coptic manuscripts. He became at once more interested in 
the historic monuments of ancient Egypt, and excavated the 
Scrapcum at Memphis, the great temple of Osiris-Apis, with its 
cemetery of sacred Apis bulls, in that year. He did not return to 
his post as assistant in the Egyptian Department of the Louvre but 
stayed on in Egypt. In 1858 he was appointed chief of the newly 
created Egyptian Service of Antiquities, an appointment which he 
retained until his death in 1881. In the thirty years of his reign 
in Egypt he excavated over thirty major sites of importance, 
including the temple of the Sphinx at Gizch and the cemeteries 
of Sakkarah, as well as clearing the great temples of Abydos, 
Mcdinct et Habu, Der cl-Bahri and Edfu. He was the father and 
founder of Egyptian archaeology. He organised the Egyptian 
antiquities for the Paris Exposition of 1867, which was the first 
time that any collection of ancient Egyptian art had been properly 
displayed in Europe. His work for the organisation of Egyptian 
archaeology and the creation of an Egyptian National Museum 
are described below (Chapter V). 

The beginnings of Mesopotamian archaeology dote from 

1 Ancient Egypt under the Pharaohs (1850), 1-2. For hi* chronology 
Kenrick refers to Lepsius, Chronologie der Aegypter. 
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roughly the same time as the beginning of Egyptology. 1 The work 
of Botta, Layard and Loftus is contemporary with the beginnings 
of Marictte's work. The two large tells near Hillah in Babylonia 
and near Mosul in Assyria were always pointed to in Jewish and 
Arab tradition as the sites of Babylon and Nineveh, and these sites 
were visited by European travellers from the sixteenth century 
onwards. These travellers were interested in the brickbats, 
potsherds and fragments of tablets covered with a curious writing 
like that in which certain old Persian monuments were inscribed. 
But it was not until the first half of die nineteenth century that 
Mesopotamian field antiquities were fully described, the first 
excavations undertaken, and the key to Mesopotamian history 
obtained by the decipherment df cuneiform. In 1765 the Danish 
scholar Karsten Niebuhr had visited the ruins of Persepolis and 
made copies of many cuneiform inscriptions, noting that there 
appeared to be three kinds of inscriptions, those that were later 
deciphered as Old Persian, Susian or Elamite, and Babylonian. 
The Abbd de Beauchamp, a Frenchman, who became the Pope’s 
Vicar-General in Babylonia in 1780, described bricks inscribed in 
cuneiform which he had seen at Babylon. A few years later the 
East India Company was sufficiently interested to ask their 
representative in Basrah to send them back specimens of these 
inscribed bricks. At the turn of the century G. F. Grotefend was 
working on Niebuhr's copyings of the trilingual inscriptions 
from Persepolis. In 1802 he had deciphered three royal names in 
the simplest of the three scripts, the old Persian, and later he 
managed to decipher correctly about a third of the letters in this 
language. Grotefend was not an Oriental scholar and was 
unable to take his pioneer researches further. He submitted a 
dissertation embodying his discoveries to the Gottingen Academy, 
but it was refused publication. It was not in fact published until 
*8931 when it was of purely historical interest. 

Field archaeology really began in Mesopotamia with the 
appointment of Claudius James Rich (1787-1820) as British 
Resident in Baghdad in 1808. Rich employed his leisure in 
visiting the sites of ancient Mesopotamian cities, and in collecting 
antiquities and manuscripts. He first visited Babylon in x8i 1, and 

1 In chi* section, and throughout this book where Mesopotamian archaeology 
is discussed, I have drawn extensively on the two recently published and 
excellent accounts of the subject, namely Seton Lloyd, Foundations in the Dust 
(* 947 ), and Andrd Parrot, Archtalogie Mhopotamienne: Lei Etapet (Paris, 1946). 
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made a thorough survey and examination of the site, publishing 
the result of his investigations first in the Viennese journal Mines 
d'Orient, and then reprinted separately in London in 1815 under 
the title of Memoir on the Ruins 0/ Babylon. This account was 
revised and enlarged after a second visit to Babylon, in his Second 
Memoir on Babylon (1818), which, says Seton Lloyd, “virtually 
exhausted the possibilities of inference without excavation”. 
Rich's later travels were published in his Narrative of a Residence 
in Koordistun and on the site of Ancient Nineveh, with Journal 
of a Voyage down the Tigris to Baghdad, and an account of a Visit 
to Shiraz and Persepolis (London, 1836). This was a posthumous 
work: Rich died of cholera at Shiraz in 1820. After his death 
his collections were bought by the British Museum, where they 
arrived in 1825. 

The first excavations in Mesopotamia were those of Paul- 
Emilc Botta at Nineveh in 1842 and IChorsabad in 1843. Botta 
was French consul at Mosul, and his appointment was largely 
due to the interest taken in France, especially among French 
orientalists, in Mesopotamian antiquities following the publication 
of Rich's Memoirs and Narrative. Nineveh was the third capital 
of Assyria, the first two being Ashur, whose ruins lie near the 
modern Sharqat, and Nimrud (the biblical Calah). Ashur is some 
thirty miles south of Mosul, Nimrud twenty miles south-east. 
Nineveh lies across the Tigris from Mosul and consists to-day of a 
large roughly rectangular collection of mounds, among which are 
two palace mounds, Kuyunjik, the main mound, and Nebi 
Yunus, to the south of it. In 1842 Bolta proposed to begin 
excavations at Nebi Yunus, but opposition from Moslems, whose 
shrine crowned the palace mound, made him transfer to the 
northern palace mound of Kuyunjik. While excavating here late 
in 1842 and early in 1843 he learnt of sculptured stones found in 
the mound of Khorsabad, fourteen miles to the north. He 
therefore abandoned his excavations at Nineveh and began work 
at Khorsabad. Within a week he had discovered the remains of 
a huge Assyrian palace with large sculptured slabs and cunei¬ 
form inscriptions. Botta now believed Rich's identification of 
Kuyunjik-Nchi Yunus as Nineveh to be incorrect; he believed 
Khorsabad to be the correct site and signalled to Paris: “Ninfcve 
est retrouv^.” As we now know, Khorsabad is in reality Dur 
Sharrukin, the city of one of the greatest Assyrian Icings, 
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Sargon II (721-705 B.c.), and it was his palace that Botta had 
discovered. 

Botta had hitherto been financing his excavations himself. 
The news of his discoveries at Khorsabad so excited French 
orientalists that they persuaded the French Government to grant 
funds for the continuance of his work and sent out M. E. Flandin, 
a skilled artist, to record the finds and draw the sculptures. 
Botta and Flandin returned to France, and the Khorsabad dis¬ 
coveries were published in their Monument du Nincve (Paris, 
1849-50), a large work of five volumes, the first of text, and the 
other four consisting of Flandin’s sketches. In 1846 many of the 
Khorsabad sculptures were sent to Pnris, where they arc now to be 
seen in the Louvre. 

Meanwhile (Sir) Austen Henry Layard (1817-94) had begun 
excavations at Nimrud. His excavations lasted from late in 1845 
to mid 1847, at first financed by himself and Stratford Canning, 
the British Ambassador to the Sublime Porte, but later by the 
British Museum. At Nimrud he discovered the palaces sub¬ 
sequently identified with the Assyrian kings Ashur-nasir-pal 
(883-859 b.c.), Esarhaddon (680-669 B.c.) and Shalmaneser III 
(858-824 b.c.). Layard also excavated for a short while at 
Kuyunjik and at Ashur. Many of his finds were sent to tjtc 
British Museum, which they reached in 1848, having rested for a 
while on the quays of Bombay, where the cases were opened, some 
of the antiquities stolen, and even lectures given on the remains I 
Despite these surprising occurrences, the priceless treasures whicli 
eventually reached the British Museum included the huge winged 
bulls, the Black Obelisk of Shalmaneser III, and the sculptures 
of Ashur-nasir-pal, which are among the Museum’s most valued 
possessions. 

The British Museum were unable to get Treasury sanction 
for their proposal to spend £4,000 on the publication of Layard’s 
finds in a manner similar to the sumptuous volumes of Botta and 
Flandin which the French Government had subsidised. A 
volume of drawings, The Monuments of Nineveh , was published 
in 1849 privately by John Murray, as also a popular account of 
Layard's excavations, Nineveh and its Remains (1848-49). This 
popular account—one of the earliest and most successful of 
archaeological best-sellers—was widely read, and great interest 
was aroused in the Nimrud sculptures when they were exhibited 
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in the British Museum. Layard himself found that he was 
now a famous figure: he was given an honorary D.C.L. by the 
University of Oxford in 1848 at the early age of thirty-one. 

Layard carried out a second expedition in Mesopotamia from 
1849-51 at the instigation of, and financed by, the British Museum. 
He dug at Kuyunjik and Ncbi Yunus, at Nimrud again, at Tell 
Billah, at Ashur, and at many other sites in Assyria and Babylonia, 
including Babylon and Nippur. His main discovery was the 
palace of Sennacherib at Kuyunjik, with its great library of cunei¬ 
form tablets. Layard’s main criterion of the success of his 
excavations was the finding of portable antiquities and works of 
art. He was d iaappointed by his finds at Ashur and the Babylonian 
sites, and concentrated on the Assyrian palaces. On his return to 
England in 1851 he found himself more famous than ever; he 
was made a freeman of the City of London in 1853, Lord 
Rector of Aberdeen University in 1855. In 1853 he published 
a second folio of drawings, A Second Series of Monuments of 
Nineveh, and a new popular account of his work, Discoveries in 
the Ruins of Nineveh and Babylon. 

Botta had claimed that Khorsabad was Nineveh; Layard’s 
famous Nineveh and its Remains assumed, as he had all through 
his first season of excavations, that Nimrud was Nineveh. By 
the time of his second expedition it was possible to prove that 
neither Khorsabad nor Nimrud was Nineveh, but, as Rich had 
said, the large site opposite Mosul including the mounds of 
Kuyunjik and Ncbi Yunus. This was because cuneiform 
inscriptions could now be read, largely due to the work of 
Rawlinson. The work of Grdtefcnd remained unpublished and 
unknown until the end of the nineteenth century, as we have 
said. Sir Henry Creswicke Rawlinson (1810-95) worked without 
any knowledge of Grtttefend’s work, but with a knowledge of 
Oriental languages which Grotefend had lacked: first on two 
short trilingual inscriptions from near Hamadan and then on the 
famous trilingual inscriptions, engraved in 516 B.c., at the in¬ 
struction of Darius Hystaspes (521-485 B.c.), on the great rock 
of Behi9tun or Bisotun, twenty-two miles east of Kcrmanshah. 
Many have already written the remarkable talc of Rawlinson's 
copying of the famous Behistun inscriptions. They are 400 feet 
from the ground on the face of a rock-mass which rises 1,700 feet 
from the plain. Rawlinson began copying the Old Persian and 
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Elamite inscriptions in 1835, and by 1837 had accomplished much. 
He returned to the task in 1844, and in 1847, with the assistance 
of a wild Kurdish boy, who performed the most remarkable feats, 
hanging on to a cleft in the rock-facc with his toes and fingers, 
swinging himself across gaps by ropes, and taking paper squeezes 
from a painter's swinging cradle, the task was completed and the 
Babylonian inscription recorded. 

By the end of 1837 Rawlinson had succeeded in translating 
the first two paragraphs of the cuneiform inscription in Old 
Persian, and his results were published in papers in the Journal of 
the Royal Asiatic Society for 1837 and 1839. In 1846 the Royal 
Asiatic Society published in two volumes his The Persian Cuneiform 
Inscription at llehistun, which was a complete translation with 
notes and grammatical analysis of the Old Persian text. In the 
same year Dr Edward Hincks published an independent trans¬ 
lation in the Transactions of the Royal Irish Academy. Rawlinson, 
Hincks, Oppert, de Saulcy and Talbot, among others, now began 
to work at the Babylonian inscription, and soon that too was 
translated, and the key to Babylonian and Assyrian obtained. 
Rawlinson in 1857 translated for the British Museum a cylinder 
of Tiglath Pilcscr I. Before publication, Hincks, Fox Talbot 
and Oppert were asked to translate the inscription independently. 
These four separate translations were sent scaled to the President 
of the Royal Asiatic Society, who had them examined by a 
committee consisting of Grote, Milman, Gardner, Wilkinson and 
others. The committee reported that the translations were so 
alike that there could be no longer any doubt that the true key had 
been found. 

Rawlinson found himself as famous as was Layard, and he, 
too, was given an honorary D.C.L. by Oxford; he was knighted 
in 1856. There was no doubt of the popularity and interest of 
the findings of archaeologists in Mesopotamia in the middle 
of the nineteenth century. In 1847 the Morning Post published 
dispatches from its correspondent who visited Layard’s excavations 
at Nimrud. Layard’s Nineveh and its Remains was an instant 
success. In a letter to Mitford, Layard mentions that eight 
thousand copies had sold in one year, “which”, he added, “will 
place it side by side with Mrs Rundell’s Cookery" . l In 1851 an 
abridgement of Nineveh and its Remains, under the title of A 
‘ I.nynrd, Autobiography and Letters, ii, 191. 
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Popular Account of Discoveries at Nineveh , was published specially 
for the railway bookstalls, forerunner of many later popularisations 
of archaeology, and ample witness to the interest in the subject. 

In 1851 Victor Place was appointed successor to Botta and 
provided with funds for the resumption of excavations at IChorn- 
bad, where, in two years, he recovered the plan of the surviving 
buildings of Sargon's palace. In the same year Layard decided 
against taking any further part in Mesopotamian excavations; 
actually he had been engaged on such work for no longer than five 
and a half years. His work was continued by Horamzd Rassam, 
who had been trained by Layard and worked as his assistant. He 
was, though a Moslawi, an English national. In 1852-53 Rassam 
dug at Kuyunjik, Nimrud and other mounds, and in 1853 found 
the palace of Ashur-bani-pal, with its hall decorated with sculp¬ 
tures of a lion hunt, and its library of clay tablets. Rassam 
returned to England in 1853 and his work at Kuyunjik was 
continued for a short while by Loftus. 

W. K. Loftus had already worked in the south of Mesopotamia. 
In 1849 he had visited several mounds in this region which, he 
said, "from our childhood we have been led to regard as the 
cradle of the human race”. In 1850 and agnin in 1853-54 he 
excavated Warka (the site of the biblical Erech and the home of 
the mythical Sumerian hero Gilgamesh), finding a section of 
walling decorated with coloured mosaics of terracotta cones, and 
some cuneiform tablets. Loftus also dug at Senkera, Medina 
and Tell Sifr, at the first of which he found terraces of kiln-baked 
brick, clay tablets and barrel cylinders. Rawlinson, who examined 
all Loftus’s inscribed material, was able to identify Senkera as die 
site of the ancient city of Larsa (the biblical Ellarsar) and the 
terraces of kiln-baked brick as part of the temple and ziggurat 
dedicated to Sharaash, the sun-god. 

In addition to sending out Place to succeed Botta, the French 
had provided money for "a scientific and artistic expedition to 
Mesopotamia and Media”. Three Frenchmen—Fresnel, Oppert 
and F^lix Thomas—constituted this expedition, which excavated 
in various south Mesopotamian sites, such as Kish and Babylon, 
with but little success, during the period 1851-53. In 1854-55 
the British Vice-Consul at Basra, J. E. Taylor, excavated at Tell 
Mukayyar, a mound preserving a fine ziggurat. Here he found 
inscribed cylinders which enabled Rawlinson to identify the site 
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as that of TJr-of-the-Chaldces, the home of Abraham. Another 
group of mounds at Tell-Abu-Shahrcin south of Ur was excavated 
by Taylor, who found material enabling Rawlinson to identify 
it as the biblical Eridu. The mounds at Mukayyar and Abu 
Shahrein had been explored but not identified by Loftus. 
Rawlinson himself discovered at Birs Nimrod inscribed cylinders 
showing it to be Borsippa. The excavations of Loftus and Taylor, 
important as we now know them to be in their discovery of early 
Sumerian buildings, attracted little interest at the time: they did 
not produce spectacular finds of sculpture like those of Assyria. 

In 1855 t ^ 10 country boats and rafts which were carrying down¬ 
stream all the finds made by Oppert, Fresnel and Thomas in south 
Mesopotamia, and two hundred and forty cases of material from 
IChorsabad and from Ashur-bani-pal’s palace at Nineveh, were 
maliciously capsized by Arab brigands at Kumuh, at the head of 
the Shatt cl-Arab. This was a great disaster for archaeology, and 
especially for the European museums which were waiting for the 
material to adorn their galleries. But the European museums 
were already filling with Mesopotamian material. So full was 
the British Museum that a special Assyrian Room was arranged 
in the Crystal Palace; and when Bouvet, Place's successor, asked 
for more money to carry out excavations he was told: "Non . . . 
les fouilles sont finies, on a trop d£pcns6.” Apart from this 
attitude, the Crimean War in 1855 put a stop to Mesopotamian 
excavation for a while. There was, in fact, a lull in operations for 
nearly twenty years. 

The real significance to prehistoric archaeology of the linguistic 
decipherments of Rawlinson, Hincks and Norris was briefly this. 
Not only were they able to show that the Behistun inscription had 
been carved by Darius the Great to record his genealogy and 
victories, but they were able to show that the three languages in 
cuneiform at Behistun were related to each other, that Babylonian 
was the oldest and most complicated, and that the other two— 
Persian and Elamite—were derived from it. The Babylonian 
language was revealed as a Semitic language akin to Hebrew and 
Arabic. Now' the Assyrian inscriptions found by Botta and 
Layard were in a language and writing almost identical with 
Babylonian, and they could thus be read. But more than this; 
the reading itself excited the general public because it abounded 
in biblical characters. The Assyrian inscriptions had names like 
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Sennacherib, Tiglath-Pilescr, and kings of Israel and Judah like 
Jehu, Omri and Hczekiah. The linguistic decipherments were 
themselves a tremendous archaeological discovery, but by unlock¬ 
ing the Assyrian inscriptions they brought a public enthusiastic for 
Near-Eastern archaeology. 

Edward Hincks pointed out with great acumen that the 
Semitic-speaking Babylonians could not have been the originators 
of a cuneiform writing, which he said must have been borrowed 
by them from an earlier people. In 1869 Jules Oppcrt identified 
these non - Semitic pre - Bnbylonian people as the Sumerians. 
The finds of Loftus and Taylor were of these Sumerians, but the 
Sumerians did not become a reality to people until dc Sarzec’s 
excavations at Tclloh. Oppcrt’s theory that the Sumerians had 
been in Iraq before the Babylonians and Assyrians was not widely 
accepted, and indeed there was nothing to show that the finds at 
Ur, Eridu and elsewhere were much older, if older at all, than 
the palaces which Layard and Botta were excavating. Yet the 
inferences of Hincks and Oppert on linguistic grounds alone were 
later brilliantly vindicated in one of the moat splendid chapters 
in the history of archaeological exploration in the Near East. 

4. The Spread of the Three-Age System 

It has been argued that the great advance in prehistoric 
archaeology made in the first half of the nineteenth century was 
the formulation by the Danish archaeologists of the three-age 
system. It was, according to Worsaae, "the first clear ray . . . 
shed across the universal prehistoric gloom of the North and the 
world in general ”. 1 And these are not unduly extravagant words. 
The system liad been designed by Thomsen as a museum 
classification and as a reasonable analysis of the numerous finds 
of heathen times. Worsaae had, however, hinted clearly the 
importance of studying the find spots of these museum objects. 
“In many instances”, he wrote in his Primeval Antiquities, 
“antiquities have a value with reference to the spot in which they 
are found. . . . It is . . . indispensably necessary to examine and 
compare with care the places in which antiquities are usually 
found: otherwise many most important collateral points can 
either not be explained at all, or at least in a very unsatisfactory 

* Woraaue, Tilt Prehistory of the North, p. xxiv. 
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manner.” 1 In fact, Worsaac hints that the three-age concept 
would not have originated or been widely accepted without some 
stratigraphical demonstration of its validity: " We should scarcely 
have been able to refer . . . the antiquities to three successive 
periods, if experience had not taught us that objects which belong 
to different periods are usually found by themselves.” 8 

However that may be, Worsaac himself demonstrated the 
validity of the three-age system by stratigraphical researches in 
the Danish bogs. He was also able to demonstrate a succession of 
vegetation types in the Danish bogs and peat-mosses, beginning 
with a layer where thinning aspen forests give way to Scotch lir, 
a tree no longer growing in Denmark, and succeeded by a layer 
with oak, alder and birch, and then thirdly succeeded by a layer in 
which bccch, the commonest tree in modern Denmark, appears. 
Only stone implements were found in the lowest or fir level, they 
persist into the oak-aldcr-birch level where bronze implements 
were found; iron implements were for the most part found only 
in the beech level. 

This demonstration by stratigraphical and associationnl 
evidence of the validity of the three ages, first devised on typo¬ 
logical and ethnological grounds, was one of the great services 
which were rendered to archaeology by Worsaac about the middle 
of the nineteenth century. At the same time he wob engaged in 
extensive travels in Germany, France, England and Ireland, 
where he popularised the early Danish researches and taught the 
doctrine of the three ages, and himself studied the collections in 
the countries he visited and was thus able to begin the comparative 
study of archaeology. Worsaae visited Ireland in 1846, admired 
the collections of the Academy, and addressed the Academy on 
“ being requested to give an account of the formation of the 
Museum of Antiquities in Copenhagen After a visit to England 
he wrote: “the same division of the antiquities into three classes 
—those belonging to the periods of Stone, Bronze and Iron—which 
has been adopted in the arrangement of the Danish primeval 
monuments, will apply to the British remains”. 

Fortified by his extensive travels, and the stratigraphical 
demonstration of the validity of the three-age system, Worsaac 
proceeded to subdivide die stages still further, distinguishing two 

1 Primeval Avtiquititt, 156, 76. 

» Ibid., 76. 
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stone ages, two bronze ages, and three iron ages. He thus 
extended the simple tripartite system of Vedel-Simonsen and 
Thomsen to a more complicated sevenfold system, and so began 
the process which was carried to its logical conclusion by Gabriel 
dc Mortillet and his disciples. He further published accounts of 
the northern antiquities, organised on the threc-age system, which 
were a model of their kind. His Afbildnmger fra del Kortgelige 
Museum for Nordishc Oldsager i Kjdbenhavn was published in 
Copenhagen in 1854, and his Atlas dc l'Archdologie du Nord a few 
years later (1857, text in i860). 

In Switzerland the Danish tripartite system was widely 
popular, largely due to the influence of Morlot, the Professor of 
Geology at Lausanne Academy. Morlot published in i860 his 
Etudes Giologico-Archdofogiquss en Danemark et cn Suisse , which 
had a wide circulation and influence. 1 In 1848 Lord Ellesmere 
translated the Copenhagen Museum guide under the title of 
A Guide to Northern Antiquities, the following year W. J. Thoms 
published a translation of Worsaac’s Danmarks Oldtid as The 
Primeval Antiquities of Denmark, and in 1866 Avebury (then 
Lubbock) translated part of Nilsson's Skandinaviska Nor dens 
Urinvandrc under the title of The Primitive Inhabitants of 
Scandinavia. Lubbock himself produced in 1865 his Prehistoric 
Times, which adopted the Danish system. This book was popular 
—it went into seven editions between 1865 and 1913—and was 
largely responsible for the adoption in England of the threc-agc 
system. 

The spread of the system in England was slow. We may 
take as typical of British archaeology at the middle of the century 
three works: Akerman’s Archaeological Index, BoutelTa Manual 
and Vaux’s Handbook. All reveal, on the whole, an attitude little 
different from that of Colt Hoare and Cunnington, and emphasise 
that, until the Danish antiquarian revolution had been assimilated, 
English antiquarianism had come to a dead end. 

Akerman’s Archaeological Index to Remains of Antiquity of the 
Celtic, Romano-British and Anglo-Saxon Periods was published in 
1847. Akerman wrote of the first three periods of British history, 
but these were not the three prehistoric ages of the Danish 
prehistorians, but the Celtic, Romano-British and Anglo-Saxon 

* Thia work fonrn vol. xtvi of the Bulletin dc la Sod fit vaudoise des sciences 
naturelles, ond waa translated into English under the title, General Views on 
Archaeology (i86j). 
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periods of his title. He complained that many antiquaries had 
confused together relics of these three periods, and prided himself 
on the attempts he had made to separate them, declaring that it 
was not difficult except for some remains of the transitional 
periods between the Celtic and the Romano-British and the late 
Roman and early Pagan Saxon periods. Beyond this, Akcrman 
makes no effort at chronological distinction; everything pre- 
Roman is Celtic and is lumped together. lie docs discuss the 
view that barrows should be divided on the basis of their grave 
goods into three groups, first those with no pottery, secondly 
those in which are found “urns or implements of flint or stone”, 
and third “those containing metal weapons and personal adorn¬ 
ments”. He admits that this classification “appears to be based 
on rational supposition”, but thinks the difference described may 
be due to the rank of those buried and not to age. 

Akerman classifies the remains of the Celtic period— i.e. all 
pre-Roman antiquities—into the following nine categories: 
(i) tumuli or barrows and cairns, (ii) menhirs or pcaulvans, (iii) 
dolmens, trilitha and cromlechs or lichvacns, (iv) sepulchral caves, 
(v) rocking stones or logan stones, (vi) stone circles and avenues, 
(vii) colossal figures cut in the chalk hills, (viii) forts, camps and 
beacons, and (ix) objects such as urns, stone celts, bronze daggers 
and coins. He correctly ascribes the Uffington White Horse 
to the pre-Roman Celts, but also ascribes the Ccme Abbas Giant 
to pre-Roman times, and will not allow that there were any coins 
in Britain before the Romans. He is from time to time frankly 
puzzled as to methods whereby more information about pre- 
Roman times may be gleaned. “Who will afford us a rational 
account of these huge monuments of a people who had no 
written history ? ” he asks despairingly when writing of Avebury, 
Stonehenge and Carnnc. 

Together with Akerman’s Archaeological Index , we may take 
as typical of British archaeology' in the middle of the nineteenth 
century Boutell’s Manual and Vaux’s Handbook to the Antiquities 
in the British Museum. In a book of 360 pages Boutell finds room 
for only two brief sections on pre-Roman antiquities, a brief 
classification of pre-Roman sepulchral monuments, and three or 
four paragraphs on “British, Roman, and Saxon Earthworks and 
Encampments”, in which he writes l : 

‘ Manual of British Archaeology (1858), 360-361. 
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“The camps and hillforts of the Britons arc circular in their 
outline. . . . British camps abound in the south and west of 
England. . . . These camps continually disclose relics of the 
races who formed and occupied them. . . . Similar relics are 
also found in barrows, in addition to weapons and personal 
ornaments. Thus, various Celts , evidently intended for peaceful 
occupations, have been discovered; they comprise chisels and 
gouges of many forms and sizes. With these may be associated 
a long series of other remains of the same general character, such 
as querns , or stone flour mills, pails, different vessels, mirrors, and 
other articles for personal use, etc., etc.'’ 

This was in 1858, ten years after Lord Ellesmere’s translation 
of the Ledetraad had been published. 

Vaux was an assistant in the Department of Antiquities in the 
British Museum; his Handbook was published in 1851 with the 
purpose of providing “some instruction with an hour’s passing 
amusement among die numerous and valuable collections of the 
British Museum". It was published as one of their Handbooks 
by Murrays, who had published Fellows’s First and Second 
Excursions in Asia Minor, Hamilton’s Researches, Dennis’s Etruria , 
and Layard'a Nineveh. Despite its title it contained nothing 
about British antiquities. It was carefully sub-titled: "A 
description of the Remains of Greek, Assyrian, Egyptian, and 
Etruscan Art preserved there ”, and Vaux explains in his preface 
that he deliberately omits the collections “known by the names of 
British or Anglo-Roman antiquities, together with the ancient coins 
preserved in the Medal Room; the former being as yet too 
insufficiently arranged to admit of classification and description, 
and the latter embracing too wide a compass". Akcrman, 
Boutell and Vaux present a depressing picture. It is clear that, 
with a few exceptions, British antiquaries were not aware of, or 
not impressed by, the great impetus to research already provided 
by the Danish prehistorians. 

In 1759, when the British Museum was first opened to the 
public, it consisted of three departments only, Printed Books, 
Manuscripts, and Natural History, each under the care of an 
under-librarian. The presentation by George III of Egyptian 
antiquities, and the purchase of the Hamilton and Townley 
antiquities made the creation of a new department necessary. 
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This was called the Department of Antiquities of Art, which 
included the Prints and Drawings as well as Medals and Coins. 
The Elgin Marbles in 1816 made this department very important. 
In 1837 Prints and Drawings were separated from Antiquities, 
and in 1S60 Antiquities was split into three departments. By 
1871, when A Guide to the Exhibition Rooms of the Departments 
of Natural History and Antiquities was published—it was the first 
guide since Vaux's Handbook —there were departments of Oriental 
Antiquities, Greek and Roman Antiquities, Coins and Medals, 
and “British and Mediaeval Antiquities and Ethnography”. 
Despite this, the whole organisation of the Department of 
Antiquities was still on the basis of the archaeology of art—a 
direct inheritance from the classical archaeology of the eighteenth 
century; the collections were divided into two series—Sculpture 
(including Inscriptions and Architectural Remains) on the ground 
floor, and on the first floor “the smaller remains, of whatever 
nation or period, such as Vases and Terracottas, Bronzes, Coins, 
and Medals and articles of personal and domestic use”. 1 

The British Collection was now arranged by Franks, who in 
1866 had become the First Keeper of the newly created Depart¬ 
ment of British and Medieval Antiquities. The pre-Roman 
antiquities were set out in forty-two cases and on the basis of the 
Danish tripartite system. Franks writes in the Guide to the 
Exhibition Rooms: “The remains of the inhabitants of the British 
islands, previous to the Roman invasion, embrace the Stone, 
Bronsse, and a portion of the Iron period of Northern Antiquaries. 
They have, for convenience, been classed according to their 
materials, and in the order corresponding to that of the supposed 
introduction of such materials into this country." The tone of 
this note indicates clearly the reluctant acceptance of the system 
of the northern antiquities. 

The spread of the Danish tripartite system did not take place, 
as might be expected, without some considerable opposition. It 
was the existence of a Bronze Age that was especially attacked. 
Nilsson himself, while a strong protagonist of the Stone Age, 
had had doubts about the Bronze Age. From i860 to 1875 
Christian Hostmann and Ludwig Lindenschmidt, the Director 

1 The Exhibition Room* nt this time included a Lycian Gallery, a 
Mausoleum Room, the Elgin Room, the Kuyunjik Room, etc. At this time 
the Christy Collection, presented in 1866, wns on view at 103 Victoria Street, 
Wcatmmster. 
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of the Mainz Museum, severely criticised the Danish idea of the 
Bronze Age, while Hostmann even declared that no Stone Age 
had existed either. Hostmann and Lindenschmidt argued that 
the finds ascribed to a pre-Roman Bronze Age were really those 
of the immediately pre-Roinan and Roman Iron Age. 1 

In England, John Kemble did not accept the three-age 
system. In his address to the Royal Irish Academy in 1857 he 
confessed to embarrassment at addressing them so soon after 
Worsaae, when lie could not accept Worsaae’s views regarding 
the three ages of man’s prehistoric development, and indeed was 
forced to regard men like Worsaae and Lisch as likely “to betray 
us into grave historical errors”, and leading "into an historical 
reductio ad absvrdum ”. Kemble did not deny that there was 
convenience in the three-age system, and that it had "some 
foundation in historical truth", and admitted that he was “per¬ 
fectly aware of its value in the co-ordination and arrangement 
of a museum”. James Fergusson, in his Rude Stone Monuments 
(1872), refused to accept the idea of a pre-Roman Bronze Age. 
Thomas Wright was perhaps the strongest English opponent of 
the threc-age system, which he characterised as "specious and 
attractive in appearance but without foundation in truth”. He 
described the "vain attempt” which was being made to introduce 
the system into Britain, “a system which I, in common with 
antiquaries of some eminence in their science, reject altogether 
and look upon as a mere delusion". Wright argued that stone, 
bronze, and iron implements were all’ used together, and that 
where they appeared segregated in archaeological contexts this 
was due to impoverishment; the stone-using communities of 
Britain being no more than the backward savages of pre-Roman 
Britain. 

There is more in Wright’s criticism of the Danish three-age 
system than mere refusal to accept a new idea. He conceived 
the whole system as the mistaken application of geology to man’s 
past. He admits that until the middle of the nineteenth century 
antiquaries "limited their knowledge of the remains of human 
industry in this part of the world to a few generations, at most, 
before the date when we arc acquainted with its inhabitants by the 

1 Hoitinann. "Zur Gcsdiichte und Kritik des nordiachen Syitcmes der 
drei Kulturperioden,” Archiv. fiir Anthrop., Ill (1:875): republished in 1890 
as Studien xur vorgtuhichtiichten Archaeologit, with a foreword by Lindon- 
schmidt. 
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Roman historians, and everybody was satisfied with the biblical 
account that mankind had existed upon this earth somewhat more 
than six thousand years ”, and that geology has revealed the long 
extent of man’s past and the inaccuracy of the Mosaic chronology. 
He agrees that archaeology and geology should work in alliance 
but complains that hitherto geology has had the main share in the 
partnership. “There is something, we may perhaps say poetical, 
certainly imaginative, in talking of an age of stone, or an ago of 
bronze, or an age of iron,” he writes, “but such divisions have 
no meaning in history, which cannot be treated as u physical 
science, and its objects arranged in genera and species. We have 
to do with races of mankind and we can only arrange the objects 
which come under our examination according to the peoples to 
whom they belonged and as they illustrate their manners and 
history.” 1 Wright had no use for stratigraphy, and insisted that 
the method of archaeology must be historical: “Wc must enter 
upon the study of the remote period of archaeology of which wc 
have no practical knowledge, with a very profound knowledge 
of the subsequent historic period ... too much of prehistoric 
archaeology, as it has been hitherto presented to us, rests only 
upon a want of knowledge of what is historic.” Ily the historic 
method, Wright meant tracing the waves of population, of which 
the two principal were the Celts and Teutons or Germans, from 
die east to their new homes in western Europe. His major 
contentions and his historic method arc, of course, worthless, but 
it is interesting to see in "hia criticisms of the three-age system the 
same suspicion of the geological treatment of prehistory which 
many were to voice later. 

As the three-age system spread to other countries of Europe it 
was modified slightly, and the antiquities of these countries fitted 
in to the Scandinavian sequence. The main modification related 
to the Stone Age. It gradually became clear that the Scandinavian 
Stone Age was really only the later part of the Stone Age, and that 
the implements of chipped flint, such as those found by Conyers 
near Gray’s Inn Lane and John Frere at Hoxne, and by MacEnery 
and Schmerling in their cave explorations, belonged to an earlier 
Stone Age, or an earlier part of the Stone Age, unrepresented in 
Scandinavia, and therefore not in Thomsen’s original scheme. 

1 All these quotations arc from the third (1875) edition of Wright’s The Celt , 
the Roman and the Saxon. 
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But this realisation depended first, of course, on the acceptance of 
the authenticity of these early chipped flints. 1 

5. Palaeolithic and Neolithic 

The early nineteenth - century Danish archaeologists had, 
by typology and comparative ethnology, introduced some system 
into prehistory—the system of the three ages of stone, bronze and 
iron. The antiquity of man as proved by the finds in north France 
and south Devon posed a new question to archaeologists. Did the 
sequence of the three ages, worked out in Denmark, apply all over 
Europe ? And how were the chipped hand-axes of the Somme to 
be fitted into the scheme? 

John Evans had hinted at the answer in 1859 when the 
authenticity of the finds from the Somme was being acclaimed. 
In a letter read after Prestwich’s paper to the Royal Society he 
says, “there is for the most part a marked difference between the 
worked flints from the drift and those of the ordinary stone period ”, 
and three years later, when writing to Pcngelly, he describes a 
flint implement which has been sent to him as “not of the Drift 
period, but rather an unfinished or unground celt of the so-called 
Stone period ”. It was clear that the Stone Age must be divided 
into two parts, an earlier comprising the antiquities from the drift 
and caves of western Europe, and a later comprising the finds from 
settlements and barrow's of northern and western Europe. 

It was French archaeologists who first made clear that there 
were two ages of stone, distinguishing in the Stone Age the 
piriode de la pierre tailUe, and the piriodi de la pierre polie. 
Avebury, in his Prehistoric Times , published in 1865, accepts this 
division, and distinguishes two ages of stone: first the Palaeo¬ 
lithic—he toyed for a while with the name Archaeolithic—“that 
of the Drift, when roan shared the possession of Europe with the 
Mammoth, the Cave Bear, the Woolly-haired rhinoceros, and 
other extinct animals ”, and the Neolithic or New Stone Age—“ the 
later or polished stone age; a period characterised by beautiful 
weapons and instruments of flint and other kinds of stone, 
in which, however, we find no traces of the knowledge of any metal 
excepting gold, which seems to have been sometimes used for 

* For ■ visual presentation of the three-age system as It was understood by 
the northern antiquaries in the middle of the nineteenth century see Woraaue, 
The Prehistory of the North (1886), diagram opposite title-page. 
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ornamentAvebury had in reality expanded the Danish three- 
age system into a four-age scheme. His scheme was no more 
than the formulation and christening of ideas current in the late 
fifties and early sixties of the century; it was soon widely accepted, 
and this fourfold scheme of the four ages of Prehistoric man 
became the framework into which all archaeological discoveries 
were fitted. 

There was difficulty and uncertainty about the dovetailing of 
these archacologically defined ages with the geological ages. In 
the tenth edition (1868) of his Principles of Geology, Lyell adopted 
Avebury’s Palaeolithic and Neolithic, though he there speaks of a 
Reindeer period as between the two, and refers also to Glacial and 
post-Glacial periods. Lyell himself had changed his mind 
regarding the nomenclature of poat-Pliocenc times, at first pro¬ 
posing Pleistocene, then rejecting it in favour of the cumbrous 
“post-PJiocene division of the post-Tertiary formation”, and 
eventually agreeing with Boyd Dawkins and reverting to Pleisto¬ 
cene. But where in this welter of Pleistocenes and Pliocenes, 
post-Plioccne, Recent, Glacial and post-Glacial were the Palaeo¬ 
lithic and Neolithic to be fitted? In a letter to Pcngclly, dated 
1867, Lyell confessed: M I am aware that, if asked what I mean by 
‘ Recent’ I may not be able to give a very clear answer.” 1 

French geologists and prehistorians referred to post-Plioccnc 
times as Quaternary and Recent, and Pcngclly used the term 
Giinozoic to embrace both Tertiaries and Quaternaries. To the 
French the Quaternary waB the Pleistocene, the period of the Old 
Stone Age or Palaeolithic, and the Recent included the Neolithic, 
Bronze and Iron ages. But there was no general agreement on 
the use of these terms as there was none at first about the term 
prehistory. 

Daniel Wilson seems to have been the first person to use the 
term prehistory, in the title of his book The Archaeology and 
Prehistoric Annals of Scotland. This book was first published in 
1851; in the preface to the second edition, published twelve 
years later, Wilson says “the application of the term prehistoric 
introduced—if I mistake not—for the first time in this work”. 
Tylor used prehistory in his Primitive Culture (1871), and 
gradually the word came into general parlance and into respectable 
usage. The O.E.D. chronicles the stages in this access of 
1 Quoted in Pongelly, William Pcrigglly, 178. 
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respectability: Mr Gladstone used the word in 1878, The Tima 
in 1888 and Nature in 1902. But the word had varying 
meanings. 

To de Mortillct, prehistory meant the Stone and Bronze 
ages, protohistory was the Iron Age, and history began with the 
Romans. To Boyd Dawkins prehistory was the Neolithic, 
Bronze and Early Iron ages; history began with the Later Iron 
Age; and the Palaeolithic, which coincided with the Pleistocene, 
was a matter of geology. And Worsaac’s Prehistory of the North 
dealt with everything from the Early Stone Age to the Vikings. 
There was, however, general agreement that the word prehistory 
was better than the alternative sometimes then used, which was 
antchistory. At the Spczzia meeting of 1865, v/hen the Congris 
international d’anthropologic ct d’arch^ologie prihistoriques was 
founded, the word palaco-cthnology was proposed as an alterna¬ 
tive for prehistory and this was abbreviated by the Italians to 
palcthnology, but these words, though taken up for a while, did 
not survive very long, except in Italy. 

The Danish archaeologists, while accepting the extension of 
the Stone Age of Thomsen to include a Palaeolithic as well as a 
Neolithic, and realising that the greater part of their Stone Age 
was Neolithic, were yet puzzled where to fit in their own kitchen 
middens. These kitchen middens, or kjbkkcnmoddinger, had 
been objects of interest since they were first described by the 
zoologist Japetus Stecnstrup in 1837. These had, by some, been 
regarded as natural beach formations dating from a time when 
the sea-level in Denmark was many feet higher than at present. 
Stecnstrup argued that they were middens, and on his initiative 
the Royal Academy of Copenhagen set up, in 1848, a committee 
to study these sites. The committee consisted of the geologist 
Forchhammer, the archaeologist Worsaae, and Steenstmp 
himself. 

In 1850, after field work on these kitchen middens, Worsaae 
wrote in his notebook: “One might almost think these heaps were 
the places where the people of the neighbourhood, in that far-off 
time, took their meals, as witness, for example, the potsherds, 
charcoal, bones of animals and stone implements. This is, of 
course, mere conjecture, and should be treated as .such.” Further 
excavations proved the conjecture of Worsaae and Stcenstrup to 
be correct. In 1851 Stecnstrup announced the conclusions of the 
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committee to the Academy of Sciences and Worsaae to the Society 
of Antiquaries, and the investigations of the committee were fully 
published by Steenstrup in the Proceedings of the Copenhagen 
Academy for 1848-55. 

The kjokkcnmdddinger were then middens of shell-fish like 
oyster, cockle, Mytilus edtdis , Littorina littorea , Nassa reticulata , 
bones of fish like sole and herring, birds such as duck, goose 
and sea-gull, and land animals like stag, Sus, Bos primigenius, 
bear and beaver. The investigations proved that the oldest 
culture represented in the middens was contemporary with the 
fir and pine, and with the appearance of oak. All the animals 
represented in the middens were “recent” animals, though none 
of them, with the exception perhaps of dog, were domesticated. 
None of die many implements found at that time in the middens 
were ground and polished. 

Steenstrup argued that the middens belonged to the Neolithic 
—the original Stone Age of the north—but Worsaae held they 
belonged to the Old Stone Age—that they were the representatives 
in northern Europe of the last phase of the pre-Ncolithic Stone Age 
being studied in western Europe. In 1862 Worsaae sets out the 
problem of correlating the Danish and European finds in a letter 
to John Evans. “I have also found”, wrote Worsaae, “that very 
rude implements of stone and bone . . . have been discovered 
in caves and on the coasts of France, and even of England (e.g. 
Kent’s Hole, Torquay), and I should now wish to know how far 
the other antiquaries and naturalists would agree with me in my 
conclusions: 

that the antiquities from the gravel pits in England and France 
which also show the rudest and simplest forms must have 
belonged to some peculiar race the existence of which in other 
countries is yet to be proved; that after this people, other 
hunting and fishing tribes have been spread over the coasts of 
Europe where they lived, in the North, on small islands and on 
the coasts of the lakes and bays, and in the West and South 
of Europe frequently in caves along the seashore, the borders of 
rivers and lakes; and that at last a higher civilisation with 
domestic animals, with agriculture and with better formed 
implements had been introduced, perhaps by new invasions. 
In every case now the interior parts of Europe were peopled 
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(like the habitations of Switzerland) and the transition to the 
Bronze Age prepared.” 1 

The controversy about the place of the kitchen middens in the 
prehistoric sequence raged for some while. Avebury, to effect 
a compromise, suggested the kitchen middens should be relegated 
to a special “Early Neolithic” period, and here they remained for 

long* 

6. Lake Dwellings, Crantiogs and Tcrremarc . 

During the very dry winter of 1853-54 the low lake-levels of 
Lake Zurich revealed to the inhabitants of Obcnneilcn, in the bay 
between Obermcilcn and Dollikon, the remains of wooden piles, 
as well as stone axes, horn implements, pottery and charred wood. 
The local schoolmaster, Acppli, got Dr Ferdinand Keller of Zurich 
to examine these Ends, which he did, diagnosing them as the 
remains of a lake dwelling. Previous reports had been made of 
similar finds at various times: in 1832 a Captain Pillichordy had 
dredged up a canoe and two bronze swords at Concise, on Lake 
Ncuchatcl, and fishermen had reported “submerged forests” in 
several lakes, but it was not until Keller made his systematic 
investigations on Lake Zurich that the now famous Swiss lake 
villages were known to archaeology. Following the discovery at 
Obermcilcn, other lake villages were found in other Swiss lakes, 
notably at Morges—“le grand citd dc Morgcs ”—on Lake Geneva, 
by Morlot and Troyon, at Cortaillod, Auvernier, Concise and 
Corcclcttes, on Lake Neuchfitel, on Like Bienne by Colonel 
Schwab—particularly the Steinberg at Nidau, at Robcnhauscn on 
Lake Pfaflikon, and on Moseedorf by John, Uhlmann and Morlot. 
In 1863 Colonel Schwab published a list of 46 lake-side sites on 
Lake NeuchStel, and by 1875 it was possible to list over 200 sites 
in Switzerland as a whole. 

Keller published his findings in five memoirs presented 
between 1854 and 1863 to the Anthropological Society of Zurich. 
These were translated, with additions, into English by J. E. Lee, 
and published in 1866 under the title of The Lake Dwellings of 
Sicitzerland and other Parts of Europe. This translation included 
memoirs by Dr Rutimeyer on the fauna and Dr Heer on the flora 
1 Quoted in Evans, Time amt Chance, 105-106. 

• Natural Hiitory Review, i, 489-504 I1&61). Prehistoric Timet (1865), 
I 7 I- 197 - 
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of the Swiss lake dwellings. Morlot, in his Lepon d’Ouverturc d'un 
corns sur la haute Antiquity fait d VAcademic de Lausanne , and 
Troyon, in his Habitations Lacustres des Temps Ancienset Modernes , 
both published in 1860, gave general summaries of the new Swiss 
discoveries, and they were summarised for the English reading 
public in Lubbock’s article on “The Swiss Lake Dwellings” 
in the Natural History Review for 1862 and in his Prehistoric 
Times . 1 Other notable memoirs on individual lake dwellings 
include Desor’s Les Palafittes ou Constructions Lacustres du Lac 
dc Neuchdtel (1865)—it was Desor who invented the phrase “Ic 
bel Age du Bronze 

It was found that similar or analogous structures existed in 
west France, south-west Germany and north Italy, and the 
discoveries were correlated with the terremnre being found at this 
time in the south of Italy, and with the crannogs of Ireland. The 
terremare had been noted in the provinces of Parma, Reggio and 
Modena for a long time, but it was not until 1861 that Strobel and 
Pigorini suggested that these deposits of thick black earth were in 
fact the remains of pile dwellings. Desor and de Mortillct visited 
Lombardy in 1863 in search of lake dwellings. These searches for 
lake dwellings and the recognition of the terremare as types of lake 
dwellings brought into being a great interest in archaeology in 
Italy. A publication of Gastaldi’s was translated into English 
under the title of Lake Habitations and Prehistoric Remains in the 
Turbaries and Marl Beds of Northern and Central Italy , in 1865. 
The International Congress of Prehistoric Anthropology and 
Archaeology, in its 1871 meeting at Bologna, was much concerned 
with lake dwellings and terremare , and as a result of the develop¬ 
ment of prehistoric archaeology' in Italy the Bullettino Paletnologia 
Italiana was established in 1875, under the editorship of Strobel, 
Pigorini and Chierici. 

The Irish crannogs had been known of since 1839. In that 
year (Sir) W. R. Wilde and George Petrie began exploring the 
Lagorc crunnog near Dunshaughlin, in County Meath. Wilde 
published his results in a paper on “The Animal Remains and 
Antiquities recently found at Dunshaughlin” in the Proceedings 
of the Royal Irish Academy for 1840. By 1857 no less than forty- 
six crannogs had been found. Reports of lake dwellings, crannogs 

* The beat summary of the discoveries in Switzerland is provided by 
Munro, The Lake Dwellings of Europe (1890). 
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and allied structures were made from various parts of northern 
Europe. Keller himself found it necessary to distinguish between 
the Pfahlbautcn , or pile dwellings, and the Packzoerkbctuten , or 
crannogs, and it soon became evident that all these structures 
were not of the same age and type. In fact, there was not a 
generic type of prehistoric antiquity—the lake dwelling—'which 
could be studied all over Europe in the way that mcgalithic 
monuments were being studied by Lukis and Bonstetten; lake 
dwellings and crannogs were a method of constructing settlements 
—some of which were prehistoric, others historic. Even in 
Switzerland it was clear that the lake villages did not all belong 
to one period. Troyon divided the Swiss lake dwellings into 
three periods, corresponding to the three ages of Stone, Bronze 
and Iron, and he argued that the Stone Age lake dwellings and the 
Bronze Age lake dwellings were brought to an end by the invasion 
of fresh people who destroyed by fire the curlier settlements. He 
further equaled the Stone Age lake dwellers with the Finns or 
Iberians, whom he brought out of Asia "several thousand years 
before our era", the Bronze Age lake dwellers with the Celts, 
whom he likewise derived from Asia, and the Iron Age lake 
dwellers with the Hclvetii. Troyon based his analysis of Swiss 
prehistory on the evidence, stratigraphical and otherwise, at many 
of the Swiss lake dwellings, and on the geographical distribution 
of various finds. He argued that the Bronze Age finds were mainly 
restricted to western Switzerland. Keller and others could not 
accept Troyon’s thesis, while they did accept the facts that the 
Swiss lake dwellings were not all of one period, and that they did 
show a development from a Stone Age to an Iron Age. Keller 
especially denied the cataclysmic part of Troyon’s thesis, with its 
destructive invaders at the beginning of the Bronze and Iron ages, 
and argued for transition periods. 

The great value of the discoveries and researches in the Swiss 
lake dwellings between 1850 and 1875 t0 development of 
prehistoric archaeology was twofold. In the first place, the 
excavations showed the truth of the Danish three-age system. It 
must be remembered that, by the middle of the nineteenth century, 
the system was still regarded by many archaeologists as no more 
than a hypothesis, and by many as an incorrect hypothesis. 
Although it was over thirty years between the opening to the public 
of the Copenhagen Museum, arranged on Thomsen’s system, and 
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the discoveries at Obermeilen, the Danish system had not yet 
attained general currency. The stratigraphical observations of 
Worsaae in the Danish bogs had given the first proof of the thesis. 
The second proof was given by the Swiss lake dwellings. Munro’s 
view on this point is interesting: “Though the famous three ages 
of Stone, Bronze and Iron had been established ns a method of 
classification before lacustrine treasures became known,” lie said in 
his 1888 Rhind Lectures, “I question if there is in the whole range 
of prehistoric archaeology any class of antiquities that gives greater 
support to this remarkable chronological sequence . . . limn those 
collected from the early lake dwellings.” The Swiss lake dwellings 
not only taught the truth of the tlirec-age system: they taught 
the Swiss prehistoriuns the value of careful stratigraphical obser¬ 
vation. In disputes such as those between Keller and Troyon on 
the nature of the lake dwelling sequence, it was only careful strati¬ 
graphical observation that could provide new facts of decisive 
value. The Swiss preliistorians were soon regarding the lake 
dwellings not as single period antiquities, but as sites occupied 
over a long period of time. The value of stratigraphy and the 
temporal sequence in prehistoric archaeology wns made clear in 
Switzerland long before the excavations of tells and topes in the 
Near East demonstrated it more dramatically. 

The second great value of the Swiss lake dwelling researches 
was its demonstration of the potential detail which could be learnt 
about early man. Hitherto the remains of early man from Europe 
which had been thought to be the raw material of the archaeolo¬ 
gist’s researches were stone and bronze and iron tools, pottery, 
stone tombs, hut circles and the like—the almost indestructible 
remains of the past. Now it appeared that, sometimes, seemingly 
perishable things could survive from prehistory. The finds, 
particularly the tree coffins, from the Danish bogs would show 
this even more dramatically, but the carbonised apples and pears, 
the remains of wheat smd barley and of cakes, and the pieces of 
flax fibres and mats of bast from the Swiss lake dwellings showed 
that archaeology would not be confined to stone and metal sur¬ 
vivals from prehistoric time. Equally important were the reporta 
of Rutimeyer and Hear on the fauna and flora from the Swiss lake 
dwellings. They showed the value to prehistoric archaeology of 
detailed specialist anulyses of the materials found in prehistoric 
sites, and were the pioneers of the many specialist scientific 
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analyses of flora, fauna, petrology and metallurgy carried out in the 
twentieth century. 

7. Upper Palaeolithic Man 

The discovery of Upper Palaeolithic man in the third quarter 1 
of the nineteenth century will always most properly be associated 
with the name of Edward Lartet (1801-71), a magistrate in the 
district of Gcrs, who abandoned the study of law for that of 
palaeontology. Already in 1837, when the discoveries of Toumal, 
dc Christol, Schmcrling and MncEnery were attracting little 
attention, he had admitted the existence of Quaternary Man. Ilia 
excavations in the Miocene deposits at Sansan yielded Pliopithecus 
in 1836 and Dryopithecus in 1850. In 1845 * le had declared that 
Sansan might well yield the ancestor of modern man as well as the 
ancestors of the modern apes. Lartet came to the study of pre¬ 
historic archaeology fresh from the study of human palaeontology. 

In 1852 a roadmender of Aurignac in the Haute Garonne put 
his hand into a rabbit-hole and drew out a human bone. In¬ 
terested in this discovery he dug down, found a great slab of rock 
closing the mouth of a rock shelter and bclund it, in the cavity, 
some seventeen human skeletons, together with the remains of 
extinct animals, engravings on bones, and flint and ivory tools. 
The human skeletons were reburied in the Christian cemetery 
near by, and no interest evinced in the whole discovery until 
Lartet, who lived not far away, learnt of it and re-examined die 
cave. At first he considered die skeletons were a Neolithic 
collective burial, and that the bones were die remains of funeral 
fcast9 that had accompanied the Neolithic burials. Later, 
however, he changed his views and declared the flint and 
ivory tools, the engravings and hearths which he found under 
the Neolithic burials to be all prc-Ncolithic and entirely un¬ 
connected in time with the burials. At another time he claimed 
that the burials themselves were pre-Neolithic. His changes of 
view, as well as the fact that he was examining the cave eight years 
after its first discovery, disposed some scholars at the time, not 
unnaturally, to doubt the authenticity of Lartct's conclusions. 

Lartet went on to explore other Pyrenean caves. In i860 lie 
found, in a cave at Massat (Arifegc), hearths with reindeer bones 
and chipped flints, barbed harpoons of stagshorn, bone needles 
and a bear’s head engraved on the point of a broken stagshorn tine. 
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This discovery was published next year by Lartet in the Annalei 
dei Sciences naturelleSy Zooi, vol. 15, together with an engraving of 
two horses on a reindeer bone which had been found somewhere 
between 1834 and 1845 by Brouillet in the cave of Chaffaud, 
Sevigni (Vienne). Brouillet and others had supposed this 
engraving to be “Celtic" in style, but Lartet recognised it as 
much earlier, and his appreciation of the significance and true 
date of the finds from Chaffaud and Massat was the first revelation 
of that remarkable phenomenon in human history which we now 
know of as I'ranco-Cantabrian Upper Palaeolithic art. 



Fig. 1. Map showing nrchncological sites in the Dordogne mentioned in the text 
(marked by crosses). 


While working on the Pyrenean caves, Lartet was sent by a 
collector of fossils in the Perigord a box of flint and bone splinters 
from the cave of Les Eyries, in the Dordogne, with the information 
that the caves of the Perigord abounded in such finds. Lartet 
transferred his attentions to the Dordogne, and from 1863 onwards, 
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helped financially and otherwise by an English banker friend, 
Henry Christy, began a series of excavations at sites in the valley 
of the Vdzire, such as Gorge d’Enfer, Laugcrie Haute, La 
Madeleine, Le Moustier and Les Eyzies—all names now famous 
in the annals of prehistoric archaeology. The results of their 
collaboration were published in articles in 1864—notably that on 
the “Caverns of Perigord” in the Revue Archiologique for that 
year—and later. A larger and complete work on the aborigines 
of Perigord was planned, but was delayed for many reasons: 
Christy died in 1865, “carried off”, says the Prefatory Note to 
Reliquiae Aquitanicae, “in the midst of his self-imposed and well- 
directed work by acute illness brought on by over-exertion on 
a visit to the Belgian bone caves”. Lartct continued the work 
alone, but the Franco-Prussian war upset him further, and he died 
in 1871. The full publication was edited by Professor Rupert 
Jones, assisted by John Evans, under the title of Reliquiae Aqui- 
tanicae; being contributions to the Archaeology and Palaeontology 
of Perigord and the adjoining provinces of southern France. This 
great work, which combined a full publication of the finds with 
general papers by several hands, was issued serially, over a period 
of ten years, being completed in 1875. 

Many other namesshould be associated with Lartet and Christy 
in the work of cave exploration and excavation in south France at 
- this time. The Marquis de Vibraye excavated in the Dordogne 
at the same time, and in many of the same sites, as did Lartet and 
Christy, the Vicomte de Lastic-Saint-Jal and Victor Brun at 
Bruniquel (Tam-et-Garonne), Garrigou and Martin at Lourdes, • 
Lalandc and Mass^nat in the Corrfcze and the Dordogne, and Ferry 
and Arcelin at Solutrc (Sa6ne-et-Loire). At the same time as all 
this activity was taking place in the south of France, Dupont was 
excavating caves in Belgium, and Delgado caves in the neighbour¬ 
hood of Lisbon, and Boyd Dawkins and others were excavating 
various caves in England and Wales, from Wookey Hole in the 
Mendips to the St Asaph Caves in North Wales and Victoria 
Cave, Settle, in Yorkshire—and of course Pengclly went on 
working at Kent's Cavern until 1883. Dupont's researches were 
published in 1872 under the title of Les Temps antihistoriques en 
Belgique : VHomme pendant les Ages de la Pierre dans les Environs 
de Dinant-sur-Meuse , l and Boyd Dawkins summarised his own 

1 B rowels, 187*. 
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and all other cave explorations to 1874 in his Cave-Hunting; 
Researches on the Evidences of Caves respecting the Early Inhabitants 
of Europe , x a remarkably fine, learned and sober survey. 

Lartet and Christy argued that their work in the Dordogne 
caves showed that the Stone Age was not a single and simple 
phase of human culture but rather a succession of phases; we 
shall deal with this aspect of their work later in this chapter. 
Lartet’s importance to the development of prehistoric archaeology 
is threefold: he not only discovered the Upper Palaeolithic as a 
period of the Stone Age different from that of the diluvial axes 
of north France, and proposed the first classification of the Stone 
Age; he also was responsible for the discovery of Palaeolithic art 
—the first artistic manifestations of man. Lartet showed that 
the early men who had lived in the south French caves were not 
merely craftsmen but artists. 

The acceptance of the authenticity of Palaeolithic art after the 
famous paper of Lartet and Christy in 1864 was not immediate nor 
universal. The case for the authenticity of the art had been 
damaged by a work published in Poitiers in 1864 under the title of 
Epoqucs Anlidiluvienne et Celtique du Poitou. It was written by 
Brouillct (son of the discoverer of the Chaffaud decorated bone) 
and Meillet, and included, among genuine examples of Palaeolithic 
art, fraudulent and absurd drawings as well as pieces of Sanskrit. 
Three years later Ldon Fallue argued, in a pamphlet, De VArt 
ricemmcnt qualifii antidiluvien , that the so-called Quaternary art 
was the work of Gallo-Roman forgers or of the same pre-Roman 
Ancient Gauls who had engraved serpents on the walls of their 
megaliths, But gradually the authenticity of Palaeolithic art was 
recognised. In 1869 Worsaae, at the Copenhagen International 
Congress of Anthropology, accepted the authenticity of the 
Chaffaud drawings. 

But Palaeolithic man was not only an artist; he had also ideas 
about life and death. In 1868 contractors, clearing away material 
from the hillsides to construct the railway through Lcs’Eyzics, 
uncovered in the rock shelter of Cro-Magnon chipped flints, 
animal bones and human remains. Edouard Lartet's Son, Louis, 
excavated the shelter, and at the back of it found the remains of 
five people, together with ornaments, including pierced sca-shells. 
These were not only the first recognised human remains from the 

1 London, 1874. 
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Upper Palaeolithic, 1 they were clearly deliberate burials. Four 
years later Massdnat found at Laugerie Basse a skeleton also 
accompanied by sea-shells, and Louis Lartctand Chaplain-Duparc 
found at Duruthy, Sordes (Landes), another Upper Palaeolithic 
skeleton buried with engraved and pierced animal teeth. In 1872 
Emile Rivi&rC began excavating the nine caves of Grimaldi, or 
Baou8sd-Rouss£, near Mentone. In the fourth, the Grotte du 
Cavillon, he found a skeleton covered with powdered haematite. 
The skull was decorated with over two hundred perforated sea- 
8hells and twenty-two perforated red-deer canine teeth. Just 
below the left knee were forty-one perforated sea-shells. Buried 
'with the skeleton were two flint blades and a flint bone implement. 
In 1874 and 1875, in the cave afterwards named the Grotte des 
Enfants, Riviire found the skeletons of two children. Near by 
were some flint implements, and on both, from navel to hips, a 
belt of more than one thousand perforated sea-shells. At first 
many refused to accept the fact that the Palaeolithic inhabitants 
of the French caves could have practised careful burial. The 
burials at Cro-Magnon, declared Boyd Dawkins, were “above 
the strata accumulated by the Palaeolithic cave dwellers ”, and 
"of a later age".* 

These remarkable discoveries, like the discoveries of Palaeo¬ 
lithic art, were pointing the lesson that early emerges from the 
study of the development of prehistoric archaeology—that the 
prehistorian is an historian, although at times the techniques of 
archaeology may appear to one trained in the literary techniques 
of the humanities to be more akin to the natural sciences. The 
discovery of Palaeolithic man not merely as maker of flints, but as 
artist, and as a man who had already some primitive philosophy— 
for the careful burials mean this if they do not necessarily mean a 
belief in the after-life—are discoveries of the most vital importance 
to our picture of man’s early history. This lesson was not early 
learnt, and for a while prehistoric archaeologists were content to 
think of themselves as natural scientists rather than historians. 

8. Tertiary Mm 

The problem of Tertiary man first arose in 1863, when ]. 
Desnoycrs found incised fossil bones in the sand and gravel beds 

* Dockland's discoveries at Pavilond (tee tupra, p. 37) were, of course, still 
regarded as Romano-British. * Cove Hunting, ao. 
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of Saint-Prcst, near Chartres (Eure-et-Loirc).* These were 
Pliocene in date. Desnoyers claimed that the incisions were made 
by man, but, in the absence of associated flint implements, the 
general conclusion was that they had been made by “some extinct 
rodent of the beaver familyBy 1867 the Abb £ Bourgeois 
claimed to have found roughly chipped flint implements from 
these Pliocene beds at Saint-Prcst, and also from Miocene beds at 
Thcnay (Loir-ct-Cher). lie exhibited these at the 1867 Congr&i 
d’Arch&dogic ct d'Anthropologic in Paris, when there were three 
other claimants for Tertiary man; Delaunay, with some more 
ullcgcd humanly incised hones from the Miocene beds of Pounnee 
(Maine-ct-Loirc), Arthur Isscl, with alleged human skeletons 
from the Pliocene of Savonc (Liguria), and Professor W. 1\ 
Blake, Professor of Mineralogy and Geology in the University of 
California, with some alleged Pliocene stone implements from 
California. 2 

These and other alleged discoveries of Tertiary man were 
canvassed and denied during the next few years, and formed the 
basis of controversial communications in the meetings of the 
Congress of Archaeology and Anthropology at Paris in 1867, 
Brussels in 1872, and Budapest in 1876.* At the Brussels Congress 
a committee of fifteen was appointed to report on the Abbti 
Bourgeois’s chipped flints. Nine members of this committee 
(dc Quatrefages, d'Omalius, Cartailhac, Capellini, Worsaae, 
Valdcmar Schmidt, the Marquis de Vibrayc, Franks and Engcl- 
hordt) accepted some of the flints as being humanly manufactured, 
five (Stcenstrup, Virchow, Ncyrincx, Fraos and Dcsor) denied that 
any of them were chipped by man; while one, Von Beneden; 
could not make up his mind. 

At the same Brussels Congress of 1872 Carlos Ribeiro presented 
a paper on chipped flinta of Miocene and Pliocene date from Otta 
and other sites in the Tagus valley, near Lisbon, which he had 
first published in the previous year. 4 Franks and de Mortilict 
accepted the authenticity of many of the Otta chipped flinta. 

1 Desnoyers, Comptes rendu 1 Acad. Sc., 1863,1077,1083 and 1199. See aha 
Lycll, The Antiquity of Man, 1863. Appendix to third edition, p. 4. 

* Compte rendu du Cotigrls de Paris, 1867, pp. 67, lot. Bourgeois, Comptes 
rnidus Acad. Sc., »867, 47. 

* For a fuU discussion of the early colithic controversies ace de Mortilict, 
Le Prihixiorique, section entitled “ Homme Tertinre.” 

* Ribeiro, Descripcao de algims tifex e quartzites laicados encontrados not 
camndas de lerreno terciario (1871); C. R. Brussels, 1873, 95. 
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Ribciro displayed ninety-five of his Tagus flints at the 1878 
Exposition Internationale in Paris; de Mortillet declared that he 
and Cartailhac and all the “ paleoethnologues *' to whom these finds 
were shown were convinced of the authenticity of twenty-two of 
them. 1 

At the same Exposition, B. Rames displayed allegedly chipped 
flints found at Puy Corny, near Aurillac (Cantai), between 1869 
and 1877, * n beds of Upper Miocene age.* De Mortillet, 
Cartailhac, Chantrc, Capellini and dc Quatrefages were convinced 
of the authenticity of these flints, and declared that, had they been 
found in Quaternary deposits, there would have been no doubts of 
their authenticity. Nevertheless, many prehistorians refused to 
accept these or any of the alleged Tertiary finds. De Mortillet 
was the most persistent protagonist of pre-Quaternary man. He 
argued, very cogently, that man of the type found at Neanderthal, 
Denise and Cannstadt must have a hominid or anthropian pre¬ 
cursor. As he differed from modern man, so the Tertiary pre¬ 
cursor of Quaternary man would differ even more. He argued, 
too, that the flints found in the Quaternary drift must have 
primitive ancestors; ergo, and this of course was his noft sequitur , 
the finds from Then ay, Puy Corny and Otta must be authentic. 
He invented the name Anthropopithecus for this Tertiary precursor 
of man, and acclaimed his tools in the discoveries of the Abb£ 
Bourgeois, Ribciro and Rames. 3 Abel Hovelacque, in an amazingly 
irrelevant argument, supported Anthropopithecus on linguistic 
grounds. 4 De Mortillet went further, and although no skeletal 
remains had been found, proposed to distinguish three species of 
this creature whom he had invented: Anthropopithecus Bourgeoisii, 
the maker of the Thenay flints, Anthropopithecus Ramesii , the 
maker of the Puy Corny flints, and Anthropopithecus Kibeiroii , 
the maker of the Otta flints. All, he averred, belonged to the 
" cohthic’‘ or dawn-stone period of man’s past. 


9. The Classification of the Stone Age 

In the first article in Reliquiae Aquitanicae, Lartet declared 
that the three stations of Le Moustier, Laugerie Haute and 

1 Mortillet, Bull, Soc. d'Anthropologie, 1878, 428; Revue </’ Anthropologic, 

X879, 116. * Mortillet, Revue d'Anlhtopologis, 1879, 

1 Mortillet, Revue d'Anthropologie, 1879, 1x7, and "Le Precur-— , f 

I'Homme," in Campte rendu Aa. Fr., Lyon, 1873, 607. _ * /■* 

* Hovelucque, "La Linguistiquc et le Prccurseur de J'Hommc," Comp ten , 
rendu Ats. Fr., Lyon, 1873, 613, and Notre AruJtrt. / 
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Madeleine, “although within the chronological divisions of the 
age of simply toorked stone without the accompaniment of domestic 
animals , do not possess a uniformity in the products of human 
industry collected there”. Christy proposed classifying pre¬ 
historic stone implements into three periods: (i) the oldest, those 
of the Drift or Diluvium, (ii) those found in die eaves, and (iii) the 
youngest, those found on the surface, and he defined the cave 
period as “an age prior to the construction of habitations for the 
living or receptacles for the dead 

Lnrtct preferred a classification based entirely on palaeontology 
to that of Christy, which was based on the find-spots of implements. 
He proposed to distinguish four periods in the cave finds of south 
France as follows: 

(4) the Aurochs or Bison period; 

(3) the Reindeer period; 

(2) the Woolly Mammoth and Rhinoceros period; 

(1) the Cave Bear period. 

To these four periods Garrigou prefaced a period of “warm” 
elephant (Elephasantiquus), “ warm" rhinoceros (Rhinocerosmerckii), 
and hippopotamus (Hippopotamus amphibius), which he thought 
preceded the Arctic fauna of the caves (Ursus spelaeus, Elephas 
primigenius and Rhinoceros tichorhinus). 

Lartet did not really defend the sharp differentiation of these 
periods, and gradually realised that the Cave Bear and Mammoth/ 
Rhinoceros periods could not be separated. The Lartet/Garrigou 
scheme for the classification of the Stone Age, then, really 
distinguished four periods as follows: (r) the Hippopotamus/ 
Warm elephant period, (2) the Cave Bcar/Mammoth period, 
(3) the Reindeer period, (4) the Aurochs period, or period of 
polished stone. The Hippopotamus period was the period of 
the Diluvial axes of Saint-Acheul and Abbeville, when man was 
living mainly in open sites, and was not represented in the caves of 
south France. The succeeding period of Cave Bear and Mammoth 
was one in which man lived partly in open sites and partly in eaves: 
Lartet used the Lc Mousticr site as typical of this period. Apart 
from the Lc Moustier site, which produced some forms approaching 
the Diluvial forms of Saint-Acheul and Abbeville, the majority of 
the cave finds belonged to the Reindeer Age of Lartet and Christy. 
They took Laugcrie Basse and La Madeleine as typical of this 
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Reindeer Age. Both Lartet and Christy were anxious to define 
the position of their Reindeer Age with relation to the earlier finds 
from the Somme and later finds from the Danish kitchen middens 
and the Swiss lake dwellings. “ Geologically a wide gulf separates 
it from the Drift period, though wider perhaps in the geological 
than in the palaeontological aspect,” wrote Christy, “but on the 
other hand, it will seem, both from the palaeontological and 
archaeological bearings, to be of higher antiquity than the 
Kjokkenradddings of Denmark and the Lacustrine Dwellings of 
Switzerland, and very certainly than the whole group of so-called 
Celtic and Cromlech remains.” 1 

Lartet and Clvristy had produced a classification of the Palaeo¬ 
lithic entirely on zoological and palaeontological grounds, but at 
least it was a classification of the Palaeolithic. They must be 
remembered not only for their exploratory work in the south 
French caves, and their recognition of Palaeolithic art, but for 
their introduction of some scheme of relative chronology into the 
remains of the Old Stone Age. The Danish pioneers in the 
first half of the century had begun the process of sorting out man's 
material prehistoric remains into their relative chronological 
position, Lubbock had taken the scheme further by recognising 
that the Stone Age of northern Europe was very different from the 
Stone Age of the Somme gravels and by inventing the Palaeolithic 
and Neolithic. Now Lartet introduced three divisions of the 
Palaeolithic, which were sometimes referred to as Lower, Middle 
and Upper, but more often by the palaeontological designations 
Hippopotamus, Cave Bear and Mammoth, and Reindeer, ages. 

But, in so doing, Lartet, while subdividing the Palaeolithic, had 
introduced a new principle—the classification of archaeological 
remains on the basis of non-archaeological data. It was, in its 
way, a most revolutionary suggestion, and one which twentieth- 
century archaeology is adopting increasingly—in fact it was an 
attempt at an absolute chronology in terms of palaeontology. But 
the time was not ripe for such a change. Then, as all through the 
nineteenth century, it was easier to classify archaeological material 
in terms of that material Very soon dc Mortillet reinterpreted 
Lartet's classification in archaeological terms. In any case, 
Lartet’s palaeontological criteria did not really provide an objective 
chronological scheme. Boyd Dawkins and de Mortillet were y 

1 Reliquiae Aquilanicae, 25. 
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quick to point out that Hippopotamus, Rhinoceros and Mammoth 
would be found more often on open sites and Cave Bear in cave 
sites. And the incidence of these animals might vary according 
to the part of Europe which was being investigated. 1 

Boyd Dawkins held that the difference between the contents 
of one Palaeolithic cave and another was probably due to the fact 
that man could more easily catch some animals than others, or to 
a personal preference for one kind of food. lie argued that the 
abundance of reindeer in the so-called Reindeer Age was probably 
due to the fact that man could more easily catch some animals; 
and may reasonably be accounted for by the fact that reindeer 
were perhaps easier to catch than mammoth, woolly rhinoceros, 
cave bear, lion and hyena. He declared that Lartct’s attempted 
palaeontological classification was quite useless, and would apply 
“neither to the caves of this country, of Belgium, nor of France”. 

The “ Reindeer Age M part of the Lartet-Christy scheme won 
general acceptance except among critics such as Boyd Dawkins and 
Mortillet. As we have seen, Lyell accepted it, at first thinking it 
should be a separate Stone Age between Paleolithic and Neolithic, 
but later placing it as the Upper Palaeolithic or later Palaeolithic. 
L'Agt du Renrn is a common phrase in the prehistory of the late 
nineteenth century, even being used by Picttc, who had himself 
invented a different classification in which the Reindeer Age 
became the Glyptic Age or Age des Beaux Arts. 

But while the Reindeer Age won general acceptance, the main 
Lartet scheme was superseded in various ways. Dupont proposed 
to distinguish only two periods in the Palaeolithic, namely: the 
Mammoth/Cavc Bear period, or period of extinct animals, and 
secondly the Reindeer Age, or period of migrated animals.* 
In 1867 a French palaeontologist, Paul Gcrvais, proposed a fresh 
classification of the Stone Age as follows: 

(4) Epoque des habitations lacustrcs ou pnlafittes; 

(3) Epoque du renne utilise; 

(2) Epoque dc YEIephas primigenius; 

(2) Epoque de YElephas rneridionalis. 

This was, at first, a palaeontological classification, but in its two 
later stages it was on archaeological one. It foreshadowed de 

1 Quarterly Journal Geology, June 5, 187a, and Cave Hunting, 352. 

* Hull. Acad. Roy. de Belgique, act. a, XXII, 1866; Lee Tempiprtiriuoriques 
en Belgique. 
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Mortillet’s scheme, which was clearly influenced by it consider¬ 
ably. At first, in his essay on L'Origin: de la Navigation et de la 
PSche (Paris, 1867), de Mortillet seems to have used Dupont’s 
classification, later devising one of his own under the influence of 
Gervais’s scheme. 

Gabriel dc Mortillet (1821-98), a devoted pupil and admirer of 
Lartct, was nevertheless the most persistent critic of Lartet’s 
classification of the Palaeolithic, and the one who proposed the 
alternative scheme which won general acceptance. Dc Mortillet 
assisted Lartct in arranging the prehistoric section of the Universal 
Exhibition in Paris in 1867. He was then Professor in the 
Ecolc d’Anthropologic in Paris. He had, in 1864, founded the 
journal Malir ianx pour I'JIistoirepositive ctphilosophique de VHotnmc. 
From 1868 to 1885 he was second in command at the French 
National Museum at Saint-Gennain-de-Laye, which had been 
founded in 1867. This museum had, as its nucleus, collections 
from other Paris museums, and received some of the collections 
from the Dordogne. De Mortillet set about arranging these and 
based his classification on a modification of Lartct's scheme as 
it was being reinterpreted by Gervais. 

Dc Mortillet was convinced that a palaeontological classification 
was impossible. “II faut done rcnoncer h baser dc bonnes 
divisions sur la faune,” he declared to the Brussels conference in 
1872. A classification of prehistory, he insisted, must be archaeo¬ 
logical. Archaeology, he claimed, had been responsible for 
phrases like the Etruscan and Greek and Roman periods; wc 
must then distinguish earlier phases of history by various types of 
artefacts; and he thought his proposals were no more than a 
logical development of the ideas of Thomsen and Lubbock. 

De Mortillet substituted archaeological titles for the palaeonto¬ 
logical names of Lartct. Lartet’s Hippopotamus Age became the 
Chcllcan, named after Chelles, a site near Paris, and a great deal of 
the Great Bear and Mammoth Age was classified by de Mortillet 
as Moustierien, 1 after the rock shelter of Le Moustier. He 
characterised the Moustierien by tools chipped entirely on flakes 
and by an absence of worked bones. Lartet had recognised that 
the Aurignac remains and those of the Gorge d’Enlcr rock shelter, 
while placed in his Great Bear/Mammoth epoch, were late in this 
series, for here, worked bones and stagshom were found together 

* Tlic*c spellings were later modified to Moustcrien, or Mouaterinn. 
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with flaked flints. Dc Mortillet separated the period of Aurignac 
and Gorge d’Enfer from the Great Bcar/Mammoth period, and 
called it the Aurignacian. The Reindeer Age of Lartct he divided 
into two levels on archaeological grounds, the earliest of which 
he named after Laugerie Haute, and which was characterised by 
extremely fine flintwork, and no worked bones, and the later, 
named after La Madeleine, characterised by simpler trimming of 
flints, the abundance of worked bones and by the great development 
of the arts of engraving and sculpture. 

The finds made at Solutrd in 1866 and the following years 
revealed, according to dc Mortillet, a better example of the epoch 
represented at Laugerie Haute, and he therefore proposed to 
substitute Solutr6 for Laugerie Haute as the type-site of this 
epoch. In 1869 dc Mortillet read a paper entitled Essai dc 
Classification des Cavemes ct dcs Stations sous Abri, fondfa sur les 
produits dc iIndustrie humaine, to the Acaddmie dcs Sciences, 1 and 
in this paper he proposed the following classification of the 
Palaeolithic from the south French eaves: 

(4) Epoque dc la Madeleine; 

(3) Epoque d'Aurignac; 

(2) Epoque de Solutrd; 

(1) Epoque du Mousticr. 

In 1872, at the International Congress in Brussels, l)e further 
explained his classification in detail in his paper Classification des 
diverses Periodes de l'Age de la Pierre .* The Aurignac period had 
now been dropped, and the Palaeolithic grouped into two periods: 
(i) the Lower, comprising only implements of chipped flint, into 
which he put the Chcllcnn, Mousterian and Solutrean, and (ii) the 
Upper, consisting of the Magdalenian, and characterised by bone 
and horn implements as well as those of chipped flint. 

In addition to his four periods of the Old Stone Age dc Mortillet 
proposed to bring the Neolithic into line, and call it the Roben- 
hausien, after the Swiss site of Robenhausen. He also character¬ 
ised the Robenhausien specifically by six things, namely polished 
stone axes, barbed and tanged flint arrowheads, dolmens and 
menhirs, pottery, domesticated animals and agriculture. The 

1 Complex rrndut de l'Academic des Sciences, i86y; Mattriaux, V, 187, 
1867, 1 pr; 1868, 458; 1869, 172. 

* Compter rendu du Cottgrh International d'Anth. Ctrl' Arch, prihist., Brussel*, 
U '$73, 432 ff.; Revue d'Anthropologic, 1874; Matfrimtx, 1872,464. 
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Neolithic was so short, according to de Mortillct, and so homo¬ 
geneous, that it should not be subdivided. In taking a site from 
the Swiss lake dwellings as typical of his Robenhausien he was 
following the suggestion of Gervais, whose fourth phase of the 
Stone Age had been L'Kpoque da Habitations laeustres . 1 

De Mortillct further proposed an Eolithic period or the epoch 
of the Thenaisien, to comprise the eoliths we have already dis¬ 
cussed, so that his classification of the Stone Age at the end of the 
quarter century we arc here studying was as follows: 

(6) Robenhausien; 

(5) Magdalcnian; 

(4) Solutrean; 

(3) Mouaterian; 

(2) Chcllcan; 

(1) Thenaisian. 

It was on this basis that we find the Stone Age divided in the first 
(1883) edition of his textbook Le Prihistorique . 1 

It was obvious that de Mortillct was not certain where to put 
the Aurignac epoch in his schemes of classification. At first, in 
1867, he followed Lartet’s suggestion and placed it before the 
Solutrd-Laugcrie Haute epoch, later he placed it after Solutrd and 
before La Madeleine, while in his standard 1872 classification the 
Aurignac epoch disappears altogether. In 1872 Sir John Evans 
published The Ancient Stone Implements , Weapons and Ornaments 
of Great Britain , a critical analysis of Palaeolithic and Neolithic 
research to date. lie discussed the various classifications of 
Lartet, Dupont and de Mortillct, and himself proposed a classifi¬ 
cation of the Old Stone Age into five periods, which corresponded 
generally to de Mortillet’s 1869 scheme; first the River Gravel 
stage, which was the same as de Mortillet’s Chellean, secondly the 
Le Moustier stage, the same as de Mortillet’s Mousterian, then 
the Laugeric Haute stage, corresponding to de Mortillet’s Solu¬ 
trean, the Cro-Magnon stage, corresponding to de Mortillct’s 
Aurignac epoch, and finally the La Madeleine stage, corresponding 
to de Mortiilet's Magdalcnian. 

William Pcngclly in his definitive statements on Kent’s 

1 De Mortillct woa at first inclined to call the Neolithic the Peurichardien, 
after the camp of Peu Richard, near Seintes (Che rente Maritime). 

* For the development of de Mortillet's classification ace also the Tableau 
archiologique de la Gaule, 1876. 
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Cavern used a broad classification in many ways foreshadowing 
the twentieth-century grouping of Palaeolithic industries. He 
distinguished in the Palaeolithic deposits at Kent’s Cavern, 
first, the Ursine deposits which yielded only nodule tools, and 
secondly, the Hyennine deposits which yielded only flake tools. 
“In the hyennine deposits”, he writes, “were found flake tools, 
but the men of the ursine period did not strike off flakes from flint 
nodules and form the flakes into tools, but they took the nodules 
of flint and chipped them into useful shapes.” 1 Hero was the 
basis of a more archaeological classification of prehistory than that 
of dc Mortillet, for all his protestations that his scheme was 
archaeological. Ilamy, in his Pricix de Pal&mtologie humaine 
(1870), accepted with many modifications the schemes of Lnrtct 
and de Mortillet. He insisted that cave bear and mammoth were 
contemporary, restored the Aurignac level to a time immediately 
following the Moustier epoch, and held that the Solutrean and 
Magdalenian were contemporary. 

The evolution of Stone Age classification is set out graphically 
in the accompanying figure (fig. 2). The schemes of Lartet and dc 
Mortillet provided a great fillip to the development of Palaeolithic 
studies. De Mortillet was of course the first to give to associations 
of archaeological types, names derived from type-sites, but it iB to 
be emphasised here that his divisions, though named after Chclles, 
Le Moustier, Solutre and La Madeleine, were not cultures, but 
periods of time. The idea in the mind of Lartet and de Mortillet, 
though the forms taken were respectively zoological and archaeo¬ 
logical, was essentially the same — the idea was foremost a 
chronological one. The objects cited as typical of the Chcllean, 
Moustcrian, or Robcnhausicn were thought of as zone fossils of a 
period of time. Nevertheless, although to this extent inaccurate, 
the scheme of de Mortillet remained the basis of Palaeolithic 
classification until well into the twentieth century. There were of 
course modifications, as we shall sec, but they were modifications 
to a unilateral sequence of periods characterised by zone 
fossils. 

The scheme itself became an accepted canon of prehistory, 
as accepted as the three-age scheme of the Danish prehistorians. 
“It commended itself”, writes Brcuil, “by its clarity, simplicity 
and logic, the latter indeed too pronounced to be true, for reality 
1 The Antiquity of Caw Man. 
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is always more complex than our ideas about it.” 1 It was easy for 
Brcuil to say this in 194.1; three-quarters of a century previously 
his predecessors in French archaeology did not conceive that the 
realities of prehistory were more complex. They were geologists 
and palaeontologists, and came to the problem of excavating caves 
and gravel pits by a geological approach. They were not historians 
and anthropologists, and were content to see man’s story in the 
rigid terms of a geological succession. Indeed dc MortiHet was 
at great pains on several occasions to insist that this scheme of his 
was entirely an extension of geology. Describing the evolution of 
his ideas in his Le Prdhistorique (1883) he wrote: “Suivant d’unc 
excellcntc nuithodc adopt<Sc cn geologic—ii ne fatit pus ouhlier que 
la palioethnologic dicoule dircctcmcnt de la geologic - j’ai donne 
h chaque dpoque Ie nom d'unc localite bien typique, parfaitement 
connuc et &udid*c; seulcment, au lieu de dire: epoque de Chcllcs, 
dpoque du Moustier, dpoque de Solutrc et epoque de la Madeleine; 
pour simplifier, en supprimant l'nrticlc, j'ai transforme cn adjectif 
le nom de la locality, le terminant par d'unc consonance uniforme. 
C’est encore lit un proc6de empruntd h Ja geologic.” 8 Thus was 
born one of the basic methods of archaeological nomenclature. 

Boyd Dawkins had been critical of Lartet’s classification. He 
was equally critical of dc Mortillet's scheme. It was, he declared, 
quite unsatisfactory, "for there is no greater difference in the 
implements of any two of the Palaeolithic eaves than is to he 
observed between those of two different tribes of Eskimos”. 8 He 
attacks the principle of typology, and in a remarkable passage in 
his Cave Hunting foreshadows the criticism of the de MortiHet 
sequence which was made in the twentieth century. "The 
principle of classification by relative rudeness ”, he wrote, “assumes 
that the ruder implements arc therefore the older. The difference, 
however, may have been due to different tribes or families having 
coexisted without intercourse with each other, ns is now generally 
the case with savage communities, or to the supply of flint, 
chert and other materials for cutting instruments being greater 
in one region than in another.” 4 This was written in 1874; in 
these criticisms Boyd Dawkins was fifty years ahead of his time, * 
but it must be said that he did not follow up his brilliant and 

1 The Discovery qf the Antiquity of Man, Huxley Memorial Lecture for 1941. 

. 1 Le Prdhistorique: Antiquiti de l'Homme, firct edition (18S3), 20. 

' Cm.il Hunting, 353. 

. ' Ibid. 
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penetrating criticisms with a fresh and detailed analysis of pre- 
historic cultures. The dc MortiUet system with its geological 
background—for all its archaeological form—became the orthodox 
system of prehistory until well into the twentieth century. 

ro. Hallstatt and La Tdne : Celts , Etruscans, Scythians 

Archaeological material belonging to the pre-Roman Iron Age 
in Europe was recognised aa such even before Thomsen and his 
successors had defined the Iron Age, but was of course variously 
labelled British or Gaulish or Teutonic. Thus Colt Hoare 
had described the bridle-bits, iron tires and axle-mounts from 
Hampden Hill as British. In 1849 a disordered heap of iron 
weapons, horse-harness, parts of chariots, Celtic coins and pottery 
were found at Tiefenau, near Berne, and these were described by 
the Baron de Bonstetten as Alcmannic of the third or fourth 
century a.d. The site of La Tine on Lake NcuchUtcl was first 
excavated by Colonel Schwab in 1858. These excavations, which 
were continued for many years, brought to light, among other 
things, a splendid series of iron swords. Keller studied the swords 
and other finds from La Tine and proclaimed them neither Roman 
nor belonging to the Bronze Age, or what he called the “Celtic” 
period, but to the Iron Age, which he thought of as the “Helvetic” 
phase of Swiss prehistory. Meanwhile in 1846 excavations had 
begun at Hallstatt, under Ramsaucr, on behalf of the Vienna 
Museum. These excavations were continued until 1864; the 
results of nearly twenty years’ digging were summarised in Baron 
von Sacken’s Das Grahfeld von Hallstatt (1868): 993 sepultures had 
been uncovered in these excavations at Hallstatt, 525 of them were 
inhumations, 455 were complete cremations, and 13 partial 
cremations. The Hallstatt cemetery appeared to demonstrate the 
transition from the Bronze to the Iron Age in Europe. 

The remarkable antiquities from Hallstatt were first published 
by Gaisberger in his Die Gruber bei Hallstatt im ostcrreickischen 
Salzkammergute (Linz, 1848) and by Friedrich Simony in Die 
Alterthilmer vom Hallstatter Salzburg (Vienna, 1857). 

The real understanding of the pre-Roman Iron Age in Europe 
came in the late fifties and early sixties, as de Navarro has pointed 
out. 1 It began with the work of Thurnam, Franks and Linden- 
schmitt, and this formative period might be said to come to an 
1 Proe. Bnt. Acad., XXII. (Rhfs Lecture.) 
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end with Hildebrand’s proposal, in 1872, to divide the Iron Age 
into an earlier or Hallstatt phase and a later or La Tine phase. 
Thurnam, in the Crania Britannica (1857), grouped together 
many isolated Iron Age finds from Britain, classifying them as 
“ Late British ” and assigning them to a “ bronze and iron transition 
period In his famous address to the Royal Irish Academy on 
February 9, 1857, John Kemble drew attention to a group of 
objects ornamented in the La Tine style which were being studied 
in the British Museum by Franks. Franks himself, in arranging 
and describing the plates which had been intended by Kemble to 
illustrate his Horae Perales , and which were published after 
Kemble’s death in 1863, devoted a large proportion of the plates 
to these objects, which he "ventured to term Late Celtic”, lie 
justified his allocation of a fourth of the plates to these La Tine 
objects "not only on account of their archaeological and national 
importance, but because the remains arc comparatively unknown 
both to English and foreign antiquaries". Franks assigned these 
objects t9 a period dating from 200 to 100 years b.c. and ending 
“not much later than the first century after Christ, when Roman 
domination in the country was firmly established”. Franks 
studied the British material in relation to the Continental, and very 
deliberately used the linguistic label " Celtic ” for the finds he was 
studying, because their distribution appeared to coincide with that 
of Celtic occupation, and because their ornamental patterns co¬ 
incided with those of Early Christian art in Ireland and differed 
from those of the Danish, Saxon and Roman antiquities in England. 

Lindenschmitt, in his Die Alterttimer urnerer heidnischen 
Vorzeit (1858-62, 1870, and 1881), grouped together objects of 
La Tine type on the Continent, but regarded them not as the 
native work of the transalpine barbarians, but exports of the 
Etruscans, a view* supported by Gcnthe in his fiber den etrushischen 
Tauscfihandel naefi dem Norden (1874). Other workers, like 
Lohde, regarded La Tine art as Teutonic. 

The first reliable evidence for the date of La Tine art was 
provided by the excavations at Mont Auxois (Alcsia) and Mont 
Ria at Alise Ste Reine in Burgundy, carried on from 1861 to 1865 
by order of Napoleon III. In the ditches of the Roman camp at 
Mont Ria were found iron swords and spears with Roman and 
' Gaulish coins, none of the former being later than 54 B.c., which 
' eemed to date the La Tine objects as pre-Roman and at least to 
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the middle of the first century b.c. This discovery enabled Desor 
and Keller in Switzerland, and de Baye, Foudrignicr and other 
French archaeologists, to assign finds and graves to the pre-Roman 
Iron Age. At the same time the extent of the La Tine phase of 
the Iron Age was being appreciated. In 1870 de Mortillet noted 
the identity of objects from graves at Marzabotto near Bologna with 
La Tine objects from graves in the Marne, and was thus the 
first to identify the La Tine Celtic invaders in Italy. 

In addition to the Celts, two other protohistoric peoples of 
Europe began to have archaeological existence at the time of which 
we write—the Etruscans and the Scyths. The Etruscans hod 
been studied in the early nineteenth century by Micali, Inghirami 
and Gerhard. The richly coloured mural paintings of Corneto 
were discovered in 1827; other grottoes with murals and tombs 
were later opened at Chiusi, Veii, at Cerveteri and Orvieto. The 
Etruscan remains were made known to English readers by George 
Dennis's Cities and Cemeteries of Etruria (1848), a delightfully 
written and widely read work. Dennis was persuaded of the 
extreme importance of the Etruscans in spreading Mediterranean 
civilisation to northern and north-western Europe: “antiquarians 
arc now generally agreed ", he wrote in his book—as if such a thing 
ever happened 1—“that all the ancient bronzes found in various 
kinds north of the Alps from Switzerland to Denmark, and from 
Ireland to Hungary and Wallachia, are of Etruscan origin 

The Scythians had been described by Herodotus. The 
earliest discoveries of the Scyths by modern archaeologists were 
thoBC of Paul Delrux at Kul Oba, near ICertch, in 1830. Later 
work was described in the Antiquitds de la Scythie d’Hirodote, 
1866-73, published by the Imperial Archaeological Commission 
of St. Petersburg. 1 * Ill 

11. Prehistoric Archaeology in 2870 

Let us now, at the conclusion of this long chapter describing 
the many important discoveries and changes that took place 
between 1840 and 1870, consider briefly what was the state of 
prehistoric archaeology in 1870, the date roughly selected for its 
coming of age. The first significant fact is that in 1870 prehistoric 

1 See also Kondaloff, Tolstoi and Rcinach's Antiquilis da la Rustle mtruiionala 

(1891-92); E. H. Minna, Scythian* and Greeks, 1913; M. I. Rostovtsev, 
Iranians and Greeks in South Russia, 1922. 
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archaeology existed, whereas in 1840 it can hardly be said to have 
existed anywhere except in Denmark and Sweden. The thirty 
years from 1840 to 1870 not only saw the discoveries and deductions 
which have been summarised in this chapter, but at the same time 
a widespread recognition of prehistoric studies. This widespread 
interest showed itself in the publication and sale of general books 
and magazine articles, the large audiences that flocked to lectures 
on geology and prehistory, and the formation of national and inter¬ 
national organisations and societies for prehistoric archaeology. 

We have already referred to the large sales of hooks like 
Layard’s Nineveh and the popularity of works like Dennis’s 
Cities and Cemeteries. Similar heavy sales were the good fortune 
of Lubbock’s Prehistoric Times and Lycll’s Antiquity of Man. 
This latter book—“a trilogy on the antiquity of Man, ice, and 
Darwin”, as a reviewer in the Saturday Review called it—was 
first published in February 1863; a second edition was 
called for in the following April, and a third in the succeeding 
November. As Pengclly wrote, with obvious and justified 
satisfaction, “three editions of a bulky scientific work in less than 
a few months Articles of archaeological interest were appearing 
more frequently in the Spectator, the Gentleman's Magazine, and 
the Athenaeum. We have noted John Mitford's policy of filling 
the Gentleman’s Magazine with antiquarian and archaeological 
information and correspondence; especially notable were the 
Antiquarian Notes edited for the Magazine by Roach Smith. 

W. J. Thoms, who had translated into English Worsaac’s 
The. Primeval Antiquities of Denmark , began in 1846 a series of 
articles on antiquities in the Athenaeum under the pseudonym of 
Ambrose Merton. He gave to these articles the title “Folklore” 
for he said “it was more a lore than a literature”. These articles 
were so popular and caused such an amount of correspondence 
that Wentworth Dilke, editor and part proprietor of the paper, 
suggested to Thoms that lie should start a special journal to deal 
popularly with the study of antiquities. The result was Notes and 
Queries , the first number of which appeared in November 1849. 
The public were interested in prehistory, whether their interest 
sprang from natural science and geology or from the romantic 
excavations in the Near East. Wherever Pengelly lectured, 
whether to the Mechanics’ Institute at Torquay or to the Sciences 
Lectures Association in Glasgow, and on whatever subject — 
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Kent’s Cavern, the discoveries on the Somme, the caves at 
Mentone—his audiences were large and enthusiastic. 

In 1870 J. H. Parker, the Keeper of the Ashmolean, gave a 
lecture to the Oxford Architectural and Historical Society on 
The Ashmolean Museum: its History , Present State and Prospects , 
in which he said: 41 When Archaeology is made part of the system 
of Education in Oxford, as I trust it will be, with the help of this 
Museum, any educated man will feel it a disgrace to be ignorant 
of it. . . . The ladies arc already taking the lead in this matter. 
Architecture or Archaeology is now part of the course of study in 
the education of young ladies, and I have frequently observed in 
society that to find out whether a young lady knows anything of 
Archaeology or not is a test whether she has been highly educated 
or not. The daughters of our higher nobility, who have generally 
had the best education that can be obtained, are almost always well 
acquainted with Archaeology. Some of my most favourite pupils 
have been young ladies of this class, our future Duchesses or 
Countesses.” 

In 1851 the British Association at its Ipswich meeting admitted 
Ethnology as a distinct section, and throughout the thirty yearB 
1840-70 contributions on prehistoric archaeology appeared in the 
Geology and Ethnology sections. De Mortillet started Materiattx 
in 1864, an d *be nexl tcn years saw the commencement of some of 
the most famous international journals, such as the Brunswick 
Archiv fur Anthropologie in 1866, the Berlin Zeitschrift filr Eth¬ 
nologic in 1869, and the Journal of the Anthropological Institute, 
the Mittheilhungen der Anthropologischen Gesellschaft in Wien, and 
the Architto per VAnthropologia e la Etnologia , all in 1871. 

In 1865, at a special meeting in Spezzia of the Socidtd Italienne 
dcs Sciences naturelles, de Mortillet proposed the creation of an 
International Congress of Palac-ethnology or of Archaeology and 
Prehistoric Anthropology. This proposal was warmly supported 
by Cornalia, Capellini and Stopani, and the first Congres inter¬ 
national d'Anthropologie et d'Arehtologic prthistoriques was field in 
NeuchStcl in 1866. A meeting was held in Paris in 1867, in 
Norwich the following year, and in Copenhagen in 1869. We 
have seen how all the main issues of prehistoric archaeology were 
discussed at these sessions. 

The same period of thirty years saw the great growth of local 
societies. The Cambrian Archaeological Association was founded 
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in 1846, and three years later the Kilkenny Archaeological Society 
—it changed its name to the Royal Historical and Archaeological 
Association of Ireland in 1869, and to the Royal Society of Anti¬ 
quaries of Ireland in 1890. The Wiltshire Archaeological Society 
was founded in 1853. Ten years previously Charles Roach Smith 
and Thomas Wright formed the British Archaeological Association. 
The Society of Antiquaries, with its Royal Charter, and its 
apartments in Piccadilly, was the product of the late seventeenth- 
century interest in natural science and antiquities. The Archaeo¬ 
logical Association was founded in 1843 and held its first 
summer meeting in Canterbury in 1844: its schismatic successors, 
the British Archaeological Association, and.the Royal Archaeo¬ 
logical Institute, held their first meetings in 1845 in Winchester. 
Archaeology was now not only a subject for scholars and 
eccentrics: it had become a subject of general interest. 
Field archaeology was a national pastime in early Victorian times. 

We may take the first field meeting of the British Archaeo¬ 
logical Association as typical of these mid-ninctccnth-ccntury 
archaeological parties. The Association had been founded in 
1843. "The study of our national antiquities has been continually 
increasing in popularity,” wrote Thoms in that year. “And it 
was evident that some great movement was necessary. The 
object of the Association is to unite and concentrate the whole 
antiquarian force of the kingdom, and thus to increase its efficiency 
and consequent utility.” The first meeting was held in Canter¬ 
bury in 1844, and was acclaimed a great success, rarely, it was 
claimed, have “so large a number of persons passed a week with 
such entire satisfaction”. The meeting went to a pattern familiar 
to all who have ever attended the field meeting of any archaeo¬ 
logical society in Britain or France. It opened with “a judicious 
speech by the zealous and active president . . . Lord Albert 
Conyngham ”, and lasted a week: there were sectional meetings— 
“evening conversaziones in Barnes’s Rooms . . . many interesting 
papers were read and discussed; and on the whole, an impression 
was made both on the visitors and the visited which it will take 
years to wear off”. 

The Canterbury meeting was organised in four sections: a 
medieval section, an architectural section, an historical section, 
and a first section “devoted to the primeval antiquities of our 
island, under which title were included all monuments (British, 
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Roman and Saxon) of a date anterior to the conversion of the 
Anglo-Saxons to Christianity *\ In this section papers were read 
on barrows in general, on barrows near Baltewell (by T. Bateman, 
jun.), on Kimmeridgc coal-money, on the place of Caesar’s landing 
in Britain; and on a gold Saxon fibula dug up in Hampshire; and 
“on the Friday evening after the last meeting, and previous to the 
opening of an Egyptian mummy in the theatre, Mr Pettigrew read 
a very able and interesting paper on the subject of the embalmment 
of the dead among the ancient Egyptians which elicited much 
applause”. Excursions were made to Rcculvcr, Richborough, 
Dover and to Saxon barrows on the downs; and, under the 
superintendence of Lord Albert Conyngham, a number of these 
barrows were excavated—the day’s excavations ending with a 
party, “the archaeologists partook of the hospitality of their 
noble and learned President, who had prepared a plentiful repast 
in his fine old mansion ”. x 

Few felt compelled to justify their interest in field archaeology; 
Akerman was one: “To the reflecting mind ”, he declared piously, 
“the fact that Providence has veiled from us the future, and given 
us the past for retrospect and experience, is alone sufficient to 
justify the occupation of a portion of our leisure in the examination 
and elucidation of the remains of Antiquity.” * 

The Great Exhibition of 1851 contained no prehistory. Six¬ 
teen years later the Exposidon at Paris did. Of course the 
purpose of the Great Exhibition was only to summarise the 
material advances made during the first half of the nineteenth 
century, and illustrate the possibilities of future progress. But by 
1867 the French planners of the Exposition envisaged a broader 
background to the story of development, and it is an index of the 
growth of archaeology that they did. The Prehistoric Collections 
at the Exposition were arranged by a Commission presided over 
by Lartet, and including Alexander Betrand, Desnoyers, and the 
Marquis de Vibraye, with Gabriel de Mortillet as secretary. In 
response to repeated requests from readers of MaUriasuc , de 
Mortillet wrote a guide to the collections under the title of 
Promenades prthistariques d V Exposition Uraver stile (1867). Most 
of the prehistoric archaeological collections were set out in the 
main Galerie de I'Histoire du Travail. The French collections 

1 These extracts are from Thomas Wright, The Archaeological Album, 
pp. 1-3. See alio below, p. 154. * Archaeological Index (1847), preface. 
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contained material from Aurignac lent by Lartct, the Laugcric 
Haute finds lent by de Vibraye, a case of rock-sheltcr art, materia! 
from Grand Pressigny, and from the megaliths of the Paris Basin 
{e.g. Meudon) and Brittany ( e.g . Mand-cr-Hrocck), and from the 
Count Costa dc Beauregard’s collection of material from the Lac 
du Bourget lake villages. It was split into two parts: Le Gaule 
avant lemploi lies Mitaux and Les Epoques eeltiques, gauhise et 
gallo-romaine. There were also collections from all over Europe, 
the British collection being arranged by Woollaston Franks. 

If one hnd to choose any one special year for the coming of 
age of archaeology it would be this one of 1867—the year of the 
Exposition Univcrselle and the meeting of the Congress in Paris. 
It was indeed a triumph for archaeology. As de Mortillet claimed 
in his Promenades , it was "la prcmifcrc fois que les temps prd- 
hiatoriques ae manifeatent d'unc maniftre solcnnellc ct gdndralc. 
Eh bicn, ccttc premiere manifestation a et <5 pour cux un triomphe 
complct”. Its triumph was so complete because archaeology 
seemed to prove once and for all, and in an entirely unexpected 
way, the widely held doctrine of progress. The evidence of the 
geological and archaeological sequences seemed to show that 
evolution and progress were facts not theories, and that man’s 
story on the earth had been one of gradual progress from the 
primitive chipped flints of Chellcs—perhaps even from the more 
primitive flints of Puy Corny, Thenay and Otta—to the ancient 
civilisations of Egypt, Assyria, Greece and Rome. "Impossible”, 
declared dc Mortillet, after conducting his tour around the 
Exposition, "de mettre cn doute la grande loi du progrfts dc 
Phumanite.” And this progress was clearly revealed in the 
archaeological stages: "Pierre taill<*c ft dclata, pierre polio, bronze, 
fer, sont autant de grandes Stapes qu’a traverse l’h.umanit<S enticrc 
pour arriver ft notre civilisation." 

Some archaeologists were prepared to recognise the possibility 
of retrogression: indeed Pengelly very wisely pointed to the 
post-Roman period in Britain, and asked whether it was not likely 
that similar periods of cultural retrogression had occurred in man’s 
prehistoric past. But for the most part the story was conceived 
of as one of progress—progress revealed clearly in the succession 
of archaeological stages. Even Pengelly, despite his reservations 
on retrogression, wrote: that for northern Europe at least "all 
present and probable requirements would be met by the terms 
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Iron Age, Bronze Age, Neolithic Age, Palaeolithic Age, Glacial 
Age, Newer Pliocene, etc.” 

Gradually the great dispute between the evolutionists and the 
creationists was being fought out and won by the former, and the 
doctrine of evolution was erected into a sort of rigid creed. In 
Darwin’s modest mind lie had conceived of evolution as a scientific 
theory perhaps partly explained by the hypothesis of natural 
selection. Herbert Spencer, who, as we have already said, was 
putting out evolutionary ideas long before the publication of the 
Origin of Species, assumed that progress was the universal law of 
being. In 1850 he wrote in his Social Studies : "Progress is not 
un accident but a necessity. It is part of nature. . . . Evil tends 
perpetually to disappear. . . . Civilisation, instead of being 
artificial, is a part of nature; all of a piece with the development 
of the embryo or the unfolding of a flower.” Evolution and 
progress became a panacea, which Darwin, who provided it with- 
its biological credentials, had never intended—a national creed 
translated into verse by Tennyson in In Memoriam. Prehistoric 
archaeology in part reflected this climate of thought, dominated 
by progress and evolution; in part it seemed to sustain it. 

It had taken such an effort to assimilate the doctrines of 
evolution, and the proofs of the antiquity of man, that for the 
most part archaeologists were ready to believe complacently that 
they had discovered the whole story of man’s prehistoric past. 
This story was a succession of archaeological periods. The 
Chellcan and the Robenhausien, the Hallstatt and the La Tine 
were conceived of as stages in the temporal development of man; 
the objects labelled Chilean or La Tine were conceived of as 
zone fossils. Lartet's scheme for the objective description of 
Palaeolithic remains in terms of palaeontology was forgotten, 
or derided as unsuitable: Boyd Dawkins, who refused to believe 
in the extension of the zone fossil idea to the cultural remains of 
man, was a lone voice. Of course by 1875 few' were prepared to 
arg^ie that the stages represented a natural development which 
took place uniformly all over the world, even if at varying rates in 
different localities. Most prehistorians were already arguing for 
a number of invasions to account for the more sudden cultural 
changes. There was fairly general acceptance of a Neolithic 
invasion, a Bronze Age invasion, and an Iron Age invasion to 
account for die beginning of each of these three phases. It will be 
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remembered that Worsaac had argued for an invasion to account 
for the Danish kjokkenmoddings, but prehistorians were as yet 
conservative in the number of invasions they would allow. 

There was no agreement on where these invasions came from, 
and no clear attempt to derive them from the civilisations of 
Egypt and the Near East, whose outlines were being sketched in 
by the discoveries of Mariette and Layard. 1 'herc was perhaps 
a tendency to derive the invaders of Europe vaguely from Asia, 
or just “the East", or sometimes from India, and the Near East 
and Egyptian civilisations, while appreciated, were perhaps 
thought of still as ancient history—something behind Greece and 
Rome—but all much later than the prehistory of the archaeolo¬ 
gists. There was as yet no integration of the results of archaeology 
everywhere into the gencr.ol early history of man. It is to be 
noted that Lubbock’s Prehistoric Times did not touch upon the 
discoveries in Egypt or Assyria. 

Even if the prehistorians of this time did not seem anxious to 
link up their truly prehistoric discoveries with the protohistoric 
discoveries in the Near East, they were anxious to make two 
equations with the more normal conventions of history. ’They 
wanted to give names to their invasions, and they wanted to 
produce some sort of absolute chronology for their periods. The 
labels Celtic, Teutonic, Hyperborean, Aryan were confidently 
attached to the prehistoric invasions, and so developed one of the 
most false byways that has for the last hundred years beset pre¬ 
historic speculation. 

The need for some kind of absolute chronology was a more 
reasonable speculation. Hitherto the biblical chronology had 
been accepted, but now two things made it seem impossible to 
crowd man’s past as revealed archacologically into a mere six 
thousand years. The decipherment of the Egyptian documents 
suggested that the civilisation of Egypt most go back at least to 
before 2000 b.c. Surely the prehistoric record could not be 
crowded into the time from 4004 b.c. to 2000 B.C.? In the 
second place, the succession of artefacts, the thickness of the de¬ 
posits in which they were found, and the changes in the associated 
fauna in the French caves and gravels must imply a very long 
period of time. But how long ? Could a figure be estimated for 
the first appearance of man, for the beginning of the Chcllcan? 
It was, as Prestwich said, “a curious and interesting problem". 
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Lycll estimated 100,000 years; dc Mortiilet 230,000 to 240,000 
years. Worsaae found LyelPs figure hard to accept, and few paid 
much attention to dc Mortillct’s date. 

But if it was not possible to calculate the remote date when 
man first appeared, surely, many archaeologists of this time 
argued, it would be possible to calculate the duration of the 
post-Palaeolithic ailtures ? Many attempts were made and many 
methods tried. The methods were based on the thickness of 
deposits, the rate of formation of deltas and river gravels, the rate 
of movement of glaciers, the rate of formation of stalagmite. 
These were entirely geological methods; as might be expected 
from the geological origins of Palaeolithic studies, and the re¬ 
luctance to study Egyptian and Near East archaeology in direct 
relation to that of Europe, the synchronological technique was not 
yet used. Hinted at by the northern archaeologists before 1850, 
it awaited Montelius for its full development. But this did not 
prevent estimates from being made on geological bases only. 
Gilleron calculated, from the rate of formation of deposits in the 
Swiss lakes, that the first pile dwellings dated from 5000 to 4000 
b.c. Morlot, with a different set of calculations from the same 
Swiss lakes, dated the Swiss Bronze Age as beginning from 3000 to 
4000 b.c, and the Swiss New Stone Age 5000 to 7000 b.c. Troyon, 
with yet another set of calculations, fixed the beginning of the 
Swiss Bronze Age at 3300 b.c. Pengelly thought that the Scotch 
fir period at the base of the Danish bogs could be estimated at 
5000 years B.c. 

But whatever the precise dates accepted it was widely realised 
that prehistoric archaeology had no use for the Mosaic chronology 
of Archbishop Ussher, and assailed what Gladstone called the im¬ 
pregnable rock of Holy Scripture. Indeed archaeology provided 
the fourth nail in the coffin of the fundamentalists. To the 
Tubingen critics like Baur, to Lyell's Principles , to Darwin and 
evolution, was now added the sequence of prehistoric cultures 
which must have taken a long time even if the geological proofs 
of the antiquity of the Lower Palaeolithic were not accepted. 
Apart from an awareness of this, little attention was paid, either 
then or later in the nineteenth century, to the philosophical 
implications of prehistory—except perhaps in so far as prehistoric 
archaeology was held to prove the doctrines of progress and 
cultural evolution. At the end of his Promenades dc Mortiilet 
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summarises the three main facts which, according to him, emerged 
from prehistoric scholarship. They were—he printed them in 
capitals as the last words in his book: 

LOI DU PROGRfes DB L’HUMAN ITl 

LOI DU DliVELOPPEMENT SIMtLAIRE. 

HAUTE ANTIQUITY DB L’hOMME. 

It would have been impossible for archaeology, any more than 
any other branch of knowledge first explored in the second half of 
the nineteenth century, to grow up uninfluenced by the theories 
of progress and evolution which dominnted nineteenth-century 
thought; "History is evolution” declared General Pitt-Rivera in 
1874, and it is clear that, while they admitted diffusion, the early 
archaeologists thought of the overall picture of prehistory as one 
of evolutionary progress. Archaeology owed much of its evolu¬ 
tionary outlook to the Darwinian popularisation of organic 
evolution, to the evolutionary philosophy of Spencer which eo 
dominated English thought, and to the evolutionary study of institu¬ 
tions begun by McLennan and Maine. But archaeology also con¬ 
tributed in no small measure to this evolutionary outlook. Much 
of the concern with cultural evolution in all fields of thought in the 
later nineteenth century owes a great deal to the demonstration of 
technological development which archaeology now represented 
as early human history. It was so easy to make the illogical 
inference that this demonstration, which few denied, apparently 
proved that all aspects of culture were the result of gradual 
evolution from the simple to the complex—from forms of culture 
not now observed in western Europe to the form now observed 
there, where the most complicated technology existed. This 
lesson was not pointed out in the Great Exhibition of 1851; wc 
were then content to admire our technical efficiency and skill, as 
Macaulay was content to admire the improved condition of the 
people in all material matters. By 1867 the planners of the 
Exposition Universdle in Paris were pointing out this moral by 
several backward glances. The palaces of the Exposition and 
the Crystal Palace of 1851 were now to be seen at the end of a 
great sequence of evolutionary progress starting with the rude 
chipped flints of the Somme gravels. The interval between 1851 
and 1867 was a significant one; it showed not only the acceptance 
of the proofs of man’s antiquity by Boucher de Perthes in north 
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France and Pcngelly in south Devon, and the publication of the 
Origin of Species, but the popularisation of the Danish tripartite 
system, and its development in France into a complicated sequence 
of man’s prehistory. It may be true to say that Darwin and 
evolution proved the doctrine of progress. Darwin’s was an 
organic and philosophical proof. It was the technological 
sequences of the archaeologists that, apparently, proved the 
reality of cultural progress. Thereafter, once this proof was 
widely understood, archaeology became part of the general 
study of man and his culture, not merely an antiquarian hobby. 
As Tylor wrote in his Primitive Culture in 1871: "The history and 
prehistory of man take their proper places in the general scheme 
of knowledge.” 
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ARCHAEOLOGY COMES OF AGE: 187O-I9OO 
X. The Classification of the Stone Age 

D E MORTILLET'S classic division of the Palaeolithic 
proposed four divisions: the Chellcan, the Mousterian, the 
Solutrean and the Magdalcnian. It remained the frame¬ 
work for Palaeolithic studies, particularly in France, during the 
last quarter of the nineteenth century, although it was criticised 
and various alternative schemes proposed. One modification was 
accepted by de Mortillet himself—the insertion of an Achculian 
between the Chellean and the Mousterian. A mixed industry had 
been found lying over deposits containing the typical Chellean 
hand-axes: this mixed industry had smaller axes as well as flake 
tools similar to those characterising the Mousterian. For this 
mixed industry between the Chellcan and the Mousterian, D’Acy 
and D’Ault de Mesnil introduced in 1895 the term Achculian. 
Others proposed the term Chelleo-Moustcrian for this industry, 
but it was canonised into de Mortillet’s sequence as Achculian. 
In the third (1903) edition of Le Prghistoriquc the Palaeolithic is 
divided into the Lower Palaeolithic consisting of the Chellean, a 
Transition period (being the Acheulian), the Middle Palaeolithic 
consisting of the Mousterian, and the Upper Palaeolithic 
comprising the Solutrean and the Magdalenian. 

John Evans, who in the first (1872) edition of his Ancient 
Stone Implements had proposed a different classification from dc 
Mortillet, accepted de Mortillet’s scheme in his second edition 
published in 1897, a quarter of a century later. It was a measure 
of the success which de Mortillet’s scheme had attained generally 
in western Europe. Other schemes were, however, proposed 
towards the end of the nineteenth century: those which gained 
sufficient currency to be noted here are those of Salmon, Piette, 
Rutot and Schiattarella. 

Salmon distinguished only three industrial phases in the 
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Palaeolithic; these were the Chellean, the Moustcrian and the 
Magdalenian, and they corresponded to the three stages, Lower 
Quaternary, Middle Quaternary and Upper Quaternary, dis¬ 
tinguished by d’Ault du Mesnil. 1 Salmon’s Chellean and 
Magdalenian coincided with those periods in dc Mortillet’s 
scheme; his Moustcrian really consisted of the Acheulian (or 
Chellco-Mousterian), the Mousterian proper and the Solutrcan, 
but he labelled the first and third of these as periods of transition 
and insisted that they did not constitute epochs. 1 

Picttc divided the Palaeolithic into three periods, which he 
labelled Amygdalithic, Niphetic and Glyptic. The AmygdaJithic 
was characterised by hand-axes, the "grands instruments 
amygdaloides tailles & dclats sur les deux faces”, as he called them, 
and comprised the Chellean and Acheulian. The Niphetic, 
which was the Mousterian of de Mortillet, while still having some 
hand-axes, was characterised by scrapers and points on flakes. 
The Glyptic or “Age des Beaux Arts” was characterised by the 
presence of art and by "petits instruments cn silex, dc formes 
tr6s varides, approprides aux usages auxqucls ils eont dcstinds”; 
it was subdivided by Piette into three stages, first the Papalian or 
Eburnian, characterised by sculpture in relief and in the round, 
second the Gordanian, characterised by drawings engraved but 
still belonging to a time when animals now extinct existed, and 
thirdly the Lorthctian, also characterised by engraved drawings, 
particularly on reindeer bone, but not associated with any extinct 
fauna. Piette invented the names Gordanian and Lorthctian after 
the two rock shelters of Gordan and Lorthet which he excavated 
in the Hautcs-Pyrdn6es. Dichelette very properly complains of 
the way in which the divisions and nomenclature of Piette’s 
system varies between his many papers and books. 1 

Rutot, working in Belgium, adopted at first a scheme for the 
Palaeolithic which was little more than the de Mortillet scheme 
with Belgian names. He distinguished four stages, namely the 
Mo9^cn, the Campinien, the Hesbayen and the Flandrien. The 
Moslen, named after the Meuse, corresponded to the Chellean, 
the Campinien (after Campine) to the Acheulian and Mousterian, 
the Hesbayen (after Hesbaye) to the Solutrean, and the Flandrien 

1 La SociiU, VEcoU et It Laboratoir* d'Anthropologic d l’Exposition 
univenelle de Paris en iSSg. 

■ Salmon, Age de la Pierre, Paris i8yx; Bull, de la Sociitd dauphimite 
d’EUm., 1&94. * Manuel, i, 1*3. 
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(after Flanders) to the Magdalenian. 1 Later, following Dupont, 
Rutot adopted a fresh classification of post-Mousterian or post- 
Campinian times, distinguishing the Ebumian and the Tarandian. 
The Eburnian was divided into the Montniglian, the Magritian 
and the Goyctian, while only one division of the Tarandian was 
recognised, namely the Chalcuxian. The Montaiglian corre¬ 
sponded to the pre-Solutrean upper Palaeolithic, soon to be 
known as the Aurignacian, the Magritian to the Lower Solutrean, 
the Goyctian and the Chalcuxian both corresponded to the 
Magdalenian. 1 

In Italy, Enrico Mo radii adopted the dc Mortillct scheme, 
while observing that Italian prehistory might not correspond 
exactly with the stages distinguished in France and Central 
Europe.” In the south of Italy Schiattarella also adopted the 
de Mortillet scheme, but modified it a9 Rutot had done, sub¬ 
stituting Italinn names for the French sites. Thus the Chcllean 
and Achculian became the Perugina phase, the Mouatcrian the 
Vibratiana phase, the Solutrean the Vcntimiglian, and the 
Magdalenian the Fanian. 4 

This recital of the variant classifications proposed towards the 
end of the nineteenth century has more than an academic interest 
to the historian of prehistoric archaeology. It showed that de 
Mortillet’s scheme was not entirdy satisfactory, and that it was 
being found unsatisfactory for two reasons. In the first place, it 
was designed as a dassification of French antiquities, but de 
Mortillct had tended to think that it was more than this, that he 
had in fact discovered stages of universal validity in the human past 
of man. Yet as his scheme was used to classify the antiquities 
of areas outside France there were already difficulties. These 
difficulties were at first met when local names were substituted 
for the French names; this was the essence of the schemes 
proposed by Rutot and Schiattarella. But Morsclli had observed 
that these French classifications might not coincide exactly with 
the Italian sequence. It is clear that Morsclli in his remarkable 
lectures was thinking of the Stone Age as providing different 

* A. Rutot, Conditions d'Existence da V Homme, 1897. 

1 Rutot, La Prihist■ dons 1 ’Eurofn centra/e, 1904. Thu classification is 
also summarised in G. Engerrand, Six Lopom da Prihistoirc, 1905, 151. 

* Morsclli, Antropologia generate. Lezioni tu I'uomo secondo la teoria deW 
evoluzione, 20 z. 

4 On Schiattarclln's classification see Pinscro, La Psicologia dell ’ uomo 
pro's torico, 1895. 
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sequences in different areas. And the problem was really posed 
by the adoption in Italy and Belgium of separate names. Did the 
Hesbnycn and the Ventimiglian coincide with the Solutrcan?— 
and what did this coincidence mean? This was the second 
difficulty which serious prehistorians began to face toward the end 
of the nineteenth century: what exactly were the u divisions” of 
the Stone Age invented by dc Mortillct ? Were they periods of 
time or were they in fact merely local assemblages of artefacts? 

Gabriel dc Mortillct had no doubt of the answer to this 
question. The whole problem was one of periods of time to him, 
and in his classifications lie distinguished between Times, Ages , 
Periods and Epochs. By Time he meant divisions such as Tertiary, 
Quaternary, Recent, Prehistory, Protohistory and History; by 
Ages he meant the Tripartite Danish system of the Ages of Stone, 
Bronze and Iron; by Periods he meant the Eolithic, Pakeolidiic 
and Neolithic, which he conceived of as periods of time comparable 
with the terms Roman and Merovingian; and his smaller divisions, 
such as the Chcllcan, Achculian and Magdalcnian, were Epochs. 
These epochs were, to de Mortillet, most certainly periods of 
time, and for all his protestations that he was applying an archaeo¬ 
logical method, as distinct from the Palaeontological method of 
Lartet, lie was still in the grip of his geological training. He had 
diligently applied the geological method to the subdivision of the 
Danish Tripartite system. And Pictte’s schemes were also care¬ 
fully drawn up on a geological time basis; his epochs or stages, 
such as the Lorthetian and Achculian, were grouped into ages or 
sections, such as the Niphetic and Glyptic, these into periods or 
systems, and these into Times or Sub-Groups, which were the 
Pleistocene and Recent, the whole forming part of the Anthropique 
or Quaternary Era or Group. 

Boyd DawkinB, it will be remembered, had criticised de 
Mortillet’a scheme when first published on the grounds that it 
merely recognised vertical changes in the archaeological record, 
not horizontal changes. The extension of the French scheme to 
central Europe and Italy began to show that horizontal differences 
would have to be recognised. If this were done then the epochs 
of de Mortillct and Piette would no longer be epochs, but assem¬ 
blages of artefacts. De Mortillet had arranged the collections in 
the Saint-Germain Museum according to his carefully graded 
subdivisions. He was infuriated because the curator of the 
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Museum, Alexander Bertrand, changed the word Epoch on the 
labels in every case to Type. Adrien dc Mortillet characterised 
this action as a craven compromise with the opponents of pre¬ 
history. 1 But Bertrand was wiser than the de Mortillets and 
Piettes of late ninetcenth-ccntury prehistory; indeed wiser than 
he himself at the time knew. For in changing the labels he had 
been right: the “epochs’ 1 were assemblages of “typesBut 
it took many years before this lesson was widely learnt. 

The problems of the classification of prehistoric man were 
further thrown into relief by discoveries in the last quarter of the 
nineteenth century relating to the Neolithic, and the period 
between the end of the Palncolithic and Neolithic. The original 
Dnnish tripartite system had envisaged a sharp break between the 
Palaeolithic and the Neolithic, and this had become an article of 
faith in the schemes of Lartct and de Mortillet. The Magdalcnian 
hunters were supposed to have followed the retreating reindeer 
northwards, and the Neolithic civilisation with its polished axes, 
domestic animals, crops and pottery was brought from Asia by 
invaders spreading over a completely depopulated Europe. The 
gap or hiatus between Palaeolithic and Neolithic was thought to 
be complete, and French prehistorians pointed to sterile layers that, 
in some caves and rock shelters, lay between Magdalenian and 
Neolithic as geological proof of this Ancien Hiatus. Discoveries 
at various sitC9 in France between 1875 and 1900, however, 
produced artefacts that were post-Magdalcnian, yet not typical 
of the Robcnhausian Neolithic. 

The first of these discoveries was made in the south of France. 
Edouard Piette had for many years been excavating caves and 
rock shelters in the south of France. In 1887 he began excavating 
at Mas d’Azil (Ari6ge) in the foothills of the Pyrenees, some forty 
miles south-west of Toulouse. Here the River Arise tunnels 
through the rock for over a quarter of a mile, and in this great 
tunnel, on both banks of the river, Piette excavated two rock 
shelters and found, above a rich Magdalenian deposit, a thick 
deposit containing flat harpoons of stagshorn and pebbles painted 
with red ochre associated with bones of red deer and wild boar. 
To this post-Magdalenian industry Piette gave the name Azilian, 
from its type-site. It was also referred to as the Arisian.* In 

‘ Le PfShiftariqut, 1900, 240. * Cartailhac, " La Grottc du Mub d'Azil," 

L’Antk., 1891,143; Piette, L'Anth., 1895, 276; 1896, 386. 
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1891 Chaxnaison and Darbas excavated the rock shelter of La 
Tourasse at Saint-Martory (Haute Garonne), 1 which also had 
an Azilian industry. De Mortillet republished the finds from 
La Tourasse and at a meeting of the Anthropological Society of 
Paris in 1894 proposed the name Tourassian for the industry as 
a whole. He retained this name in the third (1900) edition of 
Le PrShistorique, but the name Azilian gained currency over either 
Tourassian or Aroian. 

In 1879 Judge Edmond Vicllc discovered and began excavating 
a site in the park of the Chflteau dc F6rc at F&rc-cn-Tardenois 
(Aisnc). This site was characterised by small geometric flint 
implements, including triangular and trapezoidal forms, among 
them arrowheads with transverse edges. The Fire-en-Tardenois 
site was fully described by Vicllc in I890, 1 and in 1896 Gabriel dc 
Mortillet described similar geometric microlithic flints elsewhere 
in France, in Belgium, England, Portugal, Spain, Italy, Germany, 
Russia, Algiers, Tunis, Egypt, Syria and India, calling them all 
part of a Tardenoisian period. 

In 1886 Philippe Salmon described the site of Campigny, 
about a mile north-west of the village of Blangy-sur-Bresle, not 
far from Bouillancourt-cn-Scry (Seine-Infdrieurc) # . It consisted 
of fonds de cabanes, or pit dwellings, and the industry was charac¬ 
terised by tiic Campignian axe and pick, transverse arrowheads, 
rough awls and scrapers associated with ox, horse and stag bones, 
and charcoal from oak-trees and ash-trees. Polished stone tools 
were found in the humus overlying the infilling of these pit 
dwellings. The site was fully excavated and described by Salmon, * 
Capitan and d’Ault du Mesnil. 4 Salmon postulated a Campignian 
epoch, and attributed to it many other sites from the north of 
France. 

The recognition of the Azilian (or Arisian or Tourassian), 
the Tardenoisian and the Campignian posed the difficult problem 
of where these assemblages of artefacts, or epochs, as their dis¬ 
coverers preferred to call them, were to be fitted into the scheme 
of prehistory. It was the same problem as had exercised 

1 Cbamaiaon and Dnrbus, L'Anth., 189a, lal. 

* Vicllc, "Pointcs de Flfichea typinue* dc Fire-cn-Tardenoia (Aiuie)," 
Bull. Soc. Aut/trop. Paris, g«r. 4., vol. t (1890), 959 “<> 6 *- 

• P. Salmon. Dictiannaire dts Sciences anthrapolagiqucs (Faria, 1886), 
s.v. Ndolithique. 

1 Salmon, du Meanii and Capitan, Rev. de I'Ecole d'Anth. de Paris, 1898. 
365-408. 
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Steenstrup and Worsaae when they had disputed the position of 
the Danish kjdkkenmdddings, Steenstrup attributing them to the 
true Neolithic, and Worsaae to a late phase of the Palaeolithic. 
Lubbock had then attempted a compromise by placing the kitchen 
middens in a special “Early Neolithic period”. In 1892 Allen 
Brown suggested that an intermediate period should be recognised 
between the Palaeolithic and Neolithic and that it should be called 
the Mesolithic, 1 but Boyd Dawkins disapproved of this suggestion,* 
and there was no general acceptance of a special period to 
include the post-Magdalenian and prc-truc-Ncolithic industries. 
De Mortillct and Pictte were content to dispute the place of 
these epochs in relation to the Palaeolithic and Neolithic just ns 
Worsaae and Stcenstrup had done. 

De Mortillct classified the A2ilian (under the name he pro- 
ferred, namely Tourassian) as Final Palaeolithic, and subtitled it 
“Ancien Hiatus”, and the Tardenoisian as the first stage of the 
Neolithic, the second being the Robenhausien. The various 
sites claimed by Salmon as belonging to a Campignian epoch were 
placed by de Mortillct at the base of the Neolithic proper, i.a. the 
Robenhausien. As early as 1873 had noted the similarity be¬ 
tween some of the artefacts claimed as typical of the Campignian 
and finds from the Danish kitchen middens. 3 Pictte created a 
special age between his Glyptiquc and the Neolithic; this he 
termed the Metabatic Age, or Age of Transition, characterised by 
the Azilian (which he spelt Asylienne), and he placed in the 
Neolithic an epoch before the full Neolithic of the Robenhausien 
with its polished stone axes: this he called the Etagc Coquillifcre, 
or the Epoch Arisicnne. 4 Despite the difficulties which dc 
Mortillct and Piette had in fitting the assemblages of artefacts wc 
know now as the Mesolithic cultures into their schemes, there 
was at least one thing on which they were agreed, namely that the 
hiatus was a myth and that there were in fact transitional “epochs ” 
between Magdalenian and Robenhausien. 

So impressed was Philippe Salmon by the transitional nature 
of these new epochs that he suggested in his Age dc la Pierrc t 

5 J. A. Brown, xxii, 66-98, 

3 Boyd Dawkinn, xxiii, 242-250. 

* Mnltriaux, 1883, 455. Floueat in his Notice dur Ic Camp de Chatscy, 
Chfllona, 1869, 24, had also made this comparison. 

* Piette's Arisicn is not to be confused with the Azilian, also sometimes 
called by this name. PietfeVArisiens were jirain-jrrowcrs. 
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published in Paris in 1891, that the division of the Stone Age into 
Palaeolithic and Neolithic ought to be abandoned. He conceived 
of a single Stone Age divided into six stages, with transitions 
between them. We have already spoken of his division of the 
Palaeolithic into Chcllean, Moustcrian and Magdalenian. These 
were the first three of his six divisions of the Stone Age; the second 
three, corresponding roughly to the Neolithic, were first the 
Campignian, secondly the Chassco-Robenhausicnne, and thirdly 
the Carnacian. His second period took the sites of Camp de 
Chasscy, the Camp Barbet, and the Camp dc Catcnoy in north 
France, aa well as Robenhausen, for types, and his tliird period 
was characterised by mcgalilhic monuments. 

Gross and Heicrli made a detailed study of the Swiss lake 
dwellings and proposed to distinguish three stages in the Swiss 
Neolithic. 1 These were called after sites, the Chavannes period, 
the Moofisccdorf period and the Vinelz period. The Chavannes 
period was transitional from Palaeolithic cultures, the Moossccdorf 
was the full Neolithic—the Robenhausen of de Mortillct—while 
the Vinelz was a sort of copper age or transition from the Neolithic 
to the Bronze Age. 

At about the same time Montclius devised a fourfold classi¬ 
fication of the Neolithic in northern Europe, 8 and distinguished, 
in post-kitchcn-middcn times, first a period characterised by 
pointed polished axes and no megalithic tombs, secondly a period 
characterised by thin-butted polished axes and **dolmens*', by 
which Montclius meant single rectangular or polygonal megalithic 
tombs, a third period characterised by thick-butted polished axes 
and passage graves—megalithic tombs with approaching passages, 
and the fourth final period characterised by long stone cists. 
Montclius did not give names to his periods, as had been the 
tradition since Lartet and dc Mortillet began experimenting with 
subdivisions of the Stone Age. He was content to name his 
periods I, II, III and IV, but this change in methodology meant 
that, instead of convenient labels like Robenhausien or Chellean, 
his periods could only be referred to as Montelius Neolithic 
Period III—a cumbersome form, but one which gradually super¬ 
seded the older named epochs for two reasons—such a system did 
not appear to be tied to type-sites in one country, and secondly 

1 V. Groat, Protuhelvetes, 1883; Heicrli, UrgeschtchU der Schtseis, 1901. 

* Temps Prihistortque en Subtle, 1895. 
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it appeared more “scientific”. But Montclius’s numbered 
periods of the Neolithic were still only a change of form: his 
classification was still a division into successive periods. 

And this was true of all the many and varied attempts at 
subdivision of the Stone Age attempted between 1875 and 1900, 
and which we have been briefly reviewing in this chapter. They 
were all still basically classifications: man was still an animal 
whose development could he studied by his artefacts, the fossils of 
the various stages of his development. The main task of the pre¬ 
historic archaeologist was conceived of as the distinction of these 
several stages. It was realised that each stage did not develop 
out of the previous one in all eases—most archaeologists allowed 
at least one invasion to account for the origin of the true Neolithic, 
and it was realised that all stages, at least of the Neolithic, were not 
exactly contemporary all over Europe, but there was as yet no 
concept that the assemblages of artefacts, thought of as character¬ 
ising periods of time, did in fact characterise the material culture 
of groups of people, and that such groups could coexist. Archae¬ 
ologists were still congratulating themselves on being scientists 
instead of antiquaries, and would have considered suggestions that 
the Moustcrian and Achculian might he contemporary, or the 
Azilian and Tardenoisian flourishing at the same time, as absurd 
as if it had been suggested that the Eocene and Oligoccnc were 
contemporary. Two factors contributed to the strength of this 
“epochal” conception of prehistory. The first was the strength 
of the geological background out of which prehistoric archaeology 
had in part grown. The second was the widespread conviction 
that evolution was the way of all things, whether it be the flesh of 
the animal world, or the artefacts—the extra-corporeal limbs, as 
Crawford has called them—of the human world. 

2. The Discovery of Cave Art 

More important than the disputes about the classification of 
the Palaeolithic in the last quarter of the nineteenth century was 
the discovery of Upper Palaeolithic cave art. In 1875 the Marquis 
de Sautuola began excavating in the cave of Altamira, near 
Santander, and found black paintings on the back wall of the cave: 
these he claimed to be of the same age as the Palaeolithic deposits 
in the cave. Four years later his small daughter wandered into 
a part of the great cave so low that no grown-up person had yet 
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penetrated there, and found on the roof the now famous poly¬ 
chrome paintings of animals. In 1880 the Marquis de Sautuola 
published the Altamira paintings in his Breves aptmles sobre 
algunos objetosprchistoricos de laprovincia de Santander (Santander, 
1880), claiming they were Palaeolithic in date. Meanwhile, 
in 1878, Chiron had found drawings on the walls of the cave of 
Chabot (Ard^che). 

These discoveries and claims precipitated a great dispute 
among prehistorians. In 1877 de Mortillct had accepted the 
authenticity of the Cave Art, declaring: “C’cst l’enfancc de Tart, 
cc n’est pas Part de l'cnfant,” Vilanova y Piern, Professor of 
Palaeontology at Madrid, supported Sautuola and declared 
himself satisfied with the authenticity of the paintings. Others 
refused to accept the paintings, declaring that the Marquis was a 
fraud and an impostor, and had hired an artist from Madrid to 
make them. Edouard Harl£, an engineer who visited Altamira, 
was fierce in his denunciation of the paintings. In 1883 the 
paintings from Altamira were discussed at the Berlin Anthropo¬ 
logical Society, and Vilanova and Harld disputed their authenticity 
at the Congr^s of the Association Fran^aisc. 

In general the Altamira and Chiron discoveries were dis¬ 
believed in, or thrust aside as inconvenient, except among some 
of the foremost prehistorians. Piette in 1887 claimed that the 
Altamira paintings were Magdalenian in date, and their authenticity 
was accepted in his JGquidh de la Piriode quatemaire d'apres les 
Gravures de ce Temps, and Chauvet’s Les Debuts de la Gravure et 
de la Sculpture, both published in that year. Piette continued his 
championship of Palaeolithic art, but Cartailhac in his La France 
Prihistorique , and Salomon Reinach in his Alluvions et Cavernes, 
both published in 1889, are full of doubts and reservations 
about it. 

Meanwhile fresh discoveries of Palaeolithic home or mobiliary 
art had been made, notably the broken ivory statuette of a woman 
—first described as “La Poire"—from Brassempouy. This was 
in 1892. Two years later Piette and dc Laportiirc excavated 
more completely at Brassempouy and several ivory figurines were 
found. 

In 1895 E. and G. Berthoumeyer discovered some drawings 
on the walls of the rock shelter of La Mouthe, Tayac (Dordogne). 
The next year Emile Rivi&rc excavated Mouthe fully, and 
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discovered more paintings and engravings. Deposits of Palaeo¬ 
lithic and Neolithic date completely blocked the entrance to this 
cave before the excavations were undertaken. Riviere was con¬ 
vinced of the authenticity of the La Mouthe Cave Art, and this 
conviction, together with the proof supplied by the La Mouthe 
deposits, also included the disputed Altamira paintings, with 
which Piettc at once linked the La Mouthe engravings on stylistic 
grounds. In the same year Dumas discovered the silhouette of a 
mammoth on the walls of the Chabot cave. The following year 
Daleau published animal drawings on the walls of the cave of 
Pair-non-Pair (Gironde), which he had been excavating and 
studying since 1883. In 1897 Regnault and Jamincs discovered 
the paintings and engravings in the Marsoulas (Haute Garonne) 
have. 

Gradually the authenticity of Palaeolithic Cave Art was 
accepted, especially after the spectacular discovery in 1901 by 
Brcuil, Capitan and Pcyrony of paintings and engravings at 
Combarelles and Font-dc-Gaume, both in the Dordogne. In 
the following year Cartailhnc published an article in VAnthro¬ 
pologic, entitled “Les Cavernes om^cs dc dcssins: La grotte 
d’Altamira. Mea culpa d'un sceptiquc”, in which .he recounted 
his conversion to the authenticity of Cave Art. And Palaeolithic 
Art, both from home sites and from caves, now begins to be 
treated as it should be, as the first artistic manifestation of man in 
Europe, not merely as a curious feature of ancient man. It is the 
first chapter in a long story of artistic achievement, and as such it 
is treated by Hoernes in his Urgeschichte dcr bildenden Kunst in 
Europa (1898). 

3. Near-Eastern Archaeology 

Interest in Mesopotamian archaeology was revived in the 
early seventies of the nineteenth century after a period of no 
activity since the outbreak of the Crimean War. George Smith, 
a minor official in the Assyrian Department of the British Museum, 
published in 1871 The History of Ashur-bani-pal translated from 
the Cuneiform Inscripliotis. The following year, while engaged in 
sorting, assembling and translating the broken day tablets from 
the Nineveh libraries, he discovered a fragment of a tablet which 
contained "the statement that the ship rested on the mountains 
of Nizur, followed by, the account of the sending forth of the 
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dove, and its finding no resting place and returning”. “I saw 
at once”, he wrote, “that I had discovered a portion at least of 
the Chaldean account of the Deluge.” He later discovered 
further fragments of the same tablet and fragments of a duplicate 
text. From these he could complete a large amount of the 
Babylonian flood story, which he read to the Society of Biblical 
Archaeology in December 1872. The interest created by this 
discovery wa9 tremendous. A portion of the Deluge tablet was 
still missing and the Daily Telegraph offered £1,000 to equip 
an expedition led by Smith to look for the missing fragment. 
Smith began work at Kuyunjik in 1873, and by an amazing stroke 
of luck found the missing fragment on the fifth day of his work. 
Smith carried out further excavation work on behalf of the 
British Museum in the next few years, but died at Aleppo in 1877 
as he was returning from his third season's work. He published 
general accounts of his work in his Assyrian Discoveries and his 
The Chaldean Account of Genesis, which, like Layard's Nineveh, 
became a best-seller. 

Smith’s place in the late ninctcenth-century Mesopotamian 
excavations organised by the British Museum was taken by 
Hormuzd Rassam, who returned after an absence of many years. 
His final campaigns of excavation were from 1878 to 1882. He 
ranged over the whole of Mesopotamia to the frontiers of Syria 
and the shores of Lake Van, digging into as many mounds as he 
could in the search for works of art and inscriptions for the British 
Museum. In 1878 he discovered at Tell Balawat the famous 
bronze gates of Shalmaneser II. In 1880 he began work at Abu 
Habbah, in south Mesopotamia, the site of the biblical Sepharvaim. 
Here he found an inscription which identified the site as Sippar, 
and as a temple dedicated to the Sun-god Shamaah. He excavated 
here for eighteen months and discovered a very large collection of 
inscribed cylinders and tablets, one of which recorded how 
Nabonidus, the last king of Bahylon, had himself excavated in the 
foundations of the temple of Shamash to discover who had first 
built it, and how he had found, eighteen cubits beneath the 
pavement, a foundation stone laid by Naram-Sin, son of Sargon 
of Akkad, “which for 3,200 years no previous king had seen”. 
This invaluable chronological document was also the record, as 
we have earlier said, of the first archaeological activities known in 
human history. * 
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Gradually archaeologists were becoming aware of the early 
civilisation of Mesopotamia which we designate the Sumerian, 
and from which the Assyrian and Babylonian civilisations were 
derived. Traces of these Sumerians had been found by Loftus 
at Warka, by Taylor at Ur and Eridu, by Rawlinson at Borsippa, 
and again by Rassam at Sippar. In 1869 Oppcrt had postulated 
the existence of a non-Semitic pre-Babylonian people, and in 
his famous paper on the Deluge tablets George Smith stated that 
the Assyrian text in Ashur-bani-pal’s Library was copied from 
some earlier source, the language of which he assumed to have 
been Akkadian, or Sumerian, and the earliest account he hazarded 
to have been written at Eridu. The Sumerians did not, however, 
become a reality to the archaeological world in general until the 
excavations at Telloh. 

In 1874 some Arabs informed the new French consul at Basra, 
Ernest dc Sarzec, that stone statuettes were to be found in a 
place called Telloh. Dc Sarzec began excavating there in 1877, 
continuing his work intermittently, and under the auspices of the 
Louvre, until 1900. His finds showed the site to be the Sumerian 
city of Lagash, and included many archaic sculptures of the late 
third millennium, including the famous portrait statuc9 of Gudca, 
seventh governor of Lagash. The discoveries of de Sarzec created 
similar sensations as had those of Botta and Layard. Oppcrt 
told the International Congress of Orientalists in Berlin that 
“since the discovery of Nineveh ... no discovery has been made 
which compares in importance with the recent excavations in 
Chaldea”, and the Louvre Catalogue of 1901 described the city 
of Lagash as “the Pompeii of early Babylonian antiquity”. 
Certainly it is to de Sarzcc’s excavations at Telloh that wc owe 
our great familiarity with the art, history and language of the 
Sumerians. One might almost say with de Genouillac: “C'est 
Telloh qui nous a r6vel6 les Sumcricns.” 1 

In 1884 the first American expedition to Mesopotamia took 
place. It was from the University of Pennsylvania and was a 
reconnaissance. Three years later excavations began at Nippur, 
under Peters and Hilprecht. The first season ended disastrously 
in the sack of the excavators’ camp by tribesmen. The excava¬ 
tions recommenced in 1890 and were continued until 1900. The 
Temple of the Wind-god was found, holiest centre of pilgrimage 

' Pouilba de Telloh (1934). 
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in ancient Sumer. A very large number of tablets were found 
—over 50,000—mostly in the Sumerian language and extending 
over a thousand years. They included a large proportion of all 
the Sumerian literary texts which have been found up to the 
present, as well as historical records of enormous value. 

In Egypt, Mariette had died in 1880, and been succeeded by 
(Sir) Gaston Maspero, whose Directorship of Arcliacology in 
Egypt began with the opening of the pyramid of Unas at Sakkarah 
and the discovery of the famous "Pyramid Texts”. The Cairo 
Museum still reserved the right to retain any objects excavated 
in Egypt, but permission was now granted for excavations to be 
undertaken by representatives of other countries. The Egypt 
Exploration Fund (later the Egypt Exploration Society) was 
founded in London in 1883. The French Mission Archdologiquc 
was founded in Cairo about the same time, and later expeditions 
and institutions were organised by the Germans, the Swiss and 
the Americans. The work of the Egypt Exploration Fund was 
directed in the field by (Sir) W. M. Flinders Petrie. In 1883 
he wrote to Miss Edwards, the secretary of the Fund: "The 
prospect of excavating in Egypt is a most fascinating one to me, 
and I hope the results may justify my undertaking such a work." 
This hope was brilliantly realised. Petrie began at Tanis in 
1885, and thereafter there were annual excavations, followed by 
publications and exhibitions in London, many of them in the 
Egyptian Hall in Piccadilly where Belzoni had exhibited. In 1892 
Petrie was able to publish his Ten Years' Diggings ; among the 
most remarkable of his finds were the Tell el-Amarna correspon¬ 
dence and the numerous relics of Tell el-Amama itself, the dis¬ 
coveries of Mycenaean and pre-Myccnaean pottery at Gurob and 
Kahun, and the discovery of the prcdynastic Egyptian civilisation. 
We discuss elsewhere in this book Petrie's discoveries of Aegean 
pottery: here was one of the great foundations of comparative 
archaeology. 1 Our knowledge of predynastic Egypt comes first 
from Petrie’s work at Naqada and Balias in 1894-95 and at 
Diospolis Parva (Hu) in 1898-99. Naqada was revealed as a 
prehistoric cemetery of over 2,000 graves, and has given its name 
to the Naqada Period. The British Museum declined Petrie’s 
offer of the type scries from this cemetery on the ground that they 
were advised it was "unhistoric rather than prehistoric", so the 

' See p. 144 infra.* 
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collection went to the Ashmolean instead. In his memoir on 
Diospolis Parva , published in 1901, Petrie arranged the pre- 
dynastic Egyptian material systematically for the first time, 
inventing the technique of sequence-dating, which he further 
described in his Methods and Aims in Archaeology (1904). These 
advances in techniques and method, which arc discussed further 
elsewhere, 1 as well as the actual discoveries of dynastic and pre- 
dynastic Egypt, make the last quarter of the nineteenth century 
truly the Heroic Age of Egyptian archaeology. 

4. SchUmann and the Prehistory of the Aegean 

The story of our knowledge of prehistoric Greece and the 
Aegean is always associated with the name of Heinrich Schlicmann, 
and this is very proper since he was, in Walter Leaf’s phrase, “the 
creator of prehistoric Greek archaeology”; but some isolated 
discoveries had been made before he began digging in Troy in 
1871. In 1826 the German geologist Fiedler had published some 
graves in the Cyclades containing copper tools and marble 
statuettes. In 1841 Ross recorded barbaric seal-stones from the 
Greek islands. In 1862 a Greek antiquary, Pappadopoulos, 
excavated tombs in Syros, but thought they were the graves of 
Roman convicts, and in the same year Fouqu6 excavated at 
Santorin painted pottery—the type de Thera —and fresco-covered 
walls from old houses beneath twenty-six foot of pumice belonging 
to the great eruption that divided the original island into Thera and 
Therasia. The geologists dated the Santorin eruption at about 
2000 B.C., and although it is archaeology rather than geology that 
must provide an accurate date for this event, even an approximate 
geological date of this kind suggested great antiquity for the finds 
of Fouqud. In 1866 Salzmann and Biliotti excavated at Camirus 
and Ialysus in Rhodes, and were able to distinguish stylistically 
between the Hellenic pottery of the first site and the Mycenaean of 
the second. The British Museum was presented by John Ruskin 
with the Ialysus pottery from Rhodes in 1870, and labelled them 
vaguely as Greco-Phocnician, which, though non-committal, was 
a little better than the fate of Mycenaean vases from Melos at 
Sevres and from Cephalonia at Neuchfltel, which were regarded 
as unplaceable. In 1869 George Finlay published, in Greek, 

1 See pp. 175-177 infra. 
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Observations on Prehistoric Archaeology in Switzerland and Greece , 
in which he argued from the discoveries of Swiss lake dwellings, 
the account of Herodotus, and his own small collection of stone 
implements that there should be lake dwellings in the marshes of 
Bocotia and Thessaly. 

Schlicmann had been excited by the Homeric sagas since his 
childhood in Germany, and a picture of Troy in flames, printed in 
a copy of Jcrrcr’s Universal History , which his father gave him as 
a Christmas present, ever remained in his memory and fortified 
his belief in the reality of the events described by Homer, during 
a long business career in Holland, Russia and America. Having 
amassed a great fortune, he retired from business at the age of 
forty-six and prepared to devote himself to the study of pre¬ 
historic archaeology, especially to the problem of finding the re¬ 
mains of Troy. To this end he travelled extensively and studied 
archaeology in Paris. In 1868 he visited sites in Greece and Asia 
Minor; the following year he dug in Ithaca and published Ithaka , 
the Pelopormcse and Troy, in which he argued that the graves of 
Agamemnon and Clytcmncstra were not the Treasuries outside 
the citadel at Mycenae hut were in the citadel itself, and that the 
city of Troy was not a myth, nor situated in a mountain fastness 
near Bunarbashi on the Balidagh, but at Hissarlik, on the site 
of the historic Ilion. Two years later he began excavating at 
Hissarlik. 

Schlicmann had four periods of excavation at Hissarlik, the 
first from 1871-73, the second in 1879, the third from 1882-83 and 
the fourth from 1889 until his death in 1890. In his first campaign 
he worked alone with his young Greek wife, Sophie. In 1879 he 
was assisted by Burnouf, a classical archaeological scholar, and by 
Virchow, founder of the German Society for Anthropology, 
Ethnology and Prehistory, and organiser of the German survey of 
antiquities and physical anthropology, and the Berlin Museum 
fvir Vdlkerkunde. In the last two seasons he had the expert 
assistance of Dorpfeld, who continued the fourth campaign after 
Schlicmann’s death, working on at Troy until 1894. Between the 
first and second campaigns of excavation at Hissarlik Schliemann 
dug at Mycenae and Ithaka, in 1874-76. In 1880, following his 
second Hissarlik campaign, he excavated the Treasury of Minyas 
at Orchomenos. Between his third and fourth campaigns he dug 
the palace at Tiryns in 1884-85. With~his strong aptitude for 
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and training in businesslike methods Schliemann was assiduous 
in immediately publishing his results. His Trojan Antiquities 
appeared in 1874, Mycenae in 1876—it was written in eight weeks 
and was a kind of diary of his excavations— Ilios in 1880, Troja in 
1884, and Orchomcnos in 1887. 

These works of Schliemann first appeared in German, but 
were soon translated into French and English. The English 
translation of Mycenae in 1877 had a preface by W. K. Gladstone, 
Homeric scholar as well as statesman. There is no doubt that, 
even among scholars who disbelieved his conclusions, Schliemann's 
excavations aroused a tremendous interest. The world was 
really excited by his work. It has justly been said that "every 
person of culture and education lived through the drama of 
discovering Troy". 1 When he discovered what he took to be 
the graves of Agamemnon and his family, at Mycenae, Schliemann 
sent off telegrams to the King of Greece, to the Prime Minister, to 
the editor of The Times and the Emperor of Brazil, and throughout 
the Mycenae excavations he sent almost daily reports and articles 
to the London Times. These were the first great excavations 
followed with interest by an informed public everywhere. A 
popular summary of Schliemann’s work was given by Schuchhardt 
in his Schliemann's Ausgrabungen (1890), translated into English 
in 1892, and universally known as " Schuchhardt’s Schliemann ”, 
and an authoritative survey of the whole problem by Ddrpfcld and 
others in Troja und Jlion (1901) and in A. Schmidt’s Heinrich 
Schliemann’s Sammlung Trojanischer Altertilmer (Berlin, 1902). 

Schliemann proved that Hissarlik was a prehistoric settlement 
of great antiquity that had been heavily fortified. He distinguished 
seven cities, identifying the second as Homeric Troy—"the citadel 
of Priam”. On the day before he closed the 1873 season of 
digging there he discovered a magnificent collection of gold 
treasures dating from the second city, which he smuggled out of 
Turkey and claimed to be Priam's Treasure. Three years after 
Schliemann’s death Ddrpfcld identified the sixth city as Homeric 
Troy. The object of Schliemann’s excavations at Hissarlik had 
been to prove by archaeology the truth of Homer. Although he 
himself first made the wrong identification of the Homeric Troy, 
he achieved his general purpose. But from the point of view of the 
history of archaeology he achieved much more: he discovered 
1 A. T. White, Loti Worlds (1947), 27. 
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as well as Homeric Troy, long centuries of the prc-Homcric and 
prehistoric occupation of the site, and a non-Greek, “barbaric" 
civilisation. The prehistoric city of Troy (Troy II), with its 
fortress walls, its traces of violent capture, its trade in gold, silver, 
ivory, amber and jade, was only succeeded by the sixth Mycenaean 
city after its total destruction by fire and after an interval filled 
archacologically by three small villages (Troy III, IV and V). 
This interval must have been a long one; whatever date was given 
to the prehistoric city of Troy II it must be well before the 
traditional first date for Greek history when Schlicmann began 
digging, namely the first Olympiad in 776 B.c. 

At Mycenae, Schliemann hoped to find, and believed he did 
find, the tombs of Agamemnon and Clytemnestra. He dug in the 
circle of stones inside the Lion Gate and there found the graves 
he was looking for—the now famous Shaft Graves, He interpreted 
Pausanias as listing only five graves here, and having found five 
graves he stopped digging. Actually Pausanias listed six graves, 
and the sixth was found a year after Schliemann had left. The 
contents of the graves at Mycenae were sensational and spectacular 
—vases of gold and silver, inlaid swords of gold and silver and 
copper and bronze, finger rings and bracelets, thin gold ornaments 
for the clothing of the dead, and gold face-masks. Here was 
treasure far greater than “Priam’s Treasure" from Troy: it was, 
in Hall’s words, “one of the most important discoveries of past 
human civilisation that has ever been made". 1 Schliemann also 
excavated at Mycenae the two great beehive tombs, or tholoi, 
the Treasury of Atreus (or Agamemnon), and the Treasury of 
Clytemnestra. In 1880 at Orchomenos he excavated a similar 
monument, the Treasury of Minyas. Schliemann believed that 
the civilisation he had found in the shaft graves of Mycenae, 
the tholoi of Mycenae and Orchomenos, and the palace of Tiryns, 
was that of the Homeric Greeks. The Greeks themselves had 
always regarded Mycenae and Tiryns as belonging to the Mycenaean 
Heroic Age of Homer. The world of scholarship was deeply 
divided over Schliemann’s finds. Some, including Gladstone, 
accepted his claims. Olliers argued that his finds were Byzantine 
in date, or the work of Celts, Goths, Avars, Huns, or just 
“Orientals”. Curtius even declared that one of the gold masks 
from Mycenae was a portrait of Christ dating from the Byzantine 

1 H. K. Hall, Aegean Archaeology (1914), ia. 
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period. Many German scholars, however, were certain that the 
Mycenaean civilisation was not Homeric but pre-Homcric, and 
this wc know now to be true. Schlicmann had in fact discovered 
in Greece, as he had in western Anatolia, a great prehistoric 
civilisation. 

This was Schlicmann’s great contribution to the development 
of prehistoric archaeology: the discovery of the pre-Hellenic 
civilisations of the East Mediterranean—the Mycenaean civilisa¬ 
tion of Greece, and the pre-Mycenacan Anatolian civilisation of 
Troy II. He had set out to prove the historical truth of Homer, 
and had done so, but he had also discovered the prehistory of the 
Aegean and shown the limitations of all written and literary 
history. He intended to show that Ilomer was history, was in 
fact the earliest Greek history; instead he proved that he was the 
latest prehistory. Schliemann showed that the stories of Homer 
have a solid foundation in fact; he revealed to archaeologists the 
magnificent Greek Bronze Age, which was hitherto unknown and 
which is, in part at least, reflected in the Homeric stories; and he 
suggested that there must be antecedents to tin’s Bronze Age 
civilisation to be sought pcrliaps outside Greece. 

Of his technique as an archaeologist wc write elsewhere in 
this book. Here we must recognise his great discoveries and the 
widespread effect they had on European thought. It would not 
be too much to say that Schliemann’s excavations really put 
prehistoric archaeology “on the map", and demonstrated 
dramatically to the world the potentialities of the modern recon¬ 
struction of ancient history by excavation and the study of non¬ 
literary sources. The work of archaeologists in Mesopotamia 
and Egypt had, as we know, enormously excited public interest, 
but these were dealing with civilisations known historically— 
particularly from the Bible. The prehistoric discoveries in the 
Danish bogs and the Swiss lake dwellings, in the French gravels 
and the south Devon caves had stirred the minds of many scholars. 
But it was the Trojan and Mycenaean finds that stirred the minds 
of the masses, from Gladstone and Walter Leaf down to the 
ordinary reader of The Times and the Telegraph. It was not only 
the classical associations of these excavations and the richness of the 
finds that excited interest; it was the sudden humanity of the 
finds that, with their jewellery and gold-masks, seemed nearer to 
modern times than the stone axes and pottery of the Danish and 

140 



ARCHAEOLOGY COMES OF AGE: 1870-1900 

Swiss archaeologists, and the romance and excitement of Schlie- 
mann's successful quest that touched and enlivened the imagination 
of the world. Schliemann’s biographer, Emil Ludwig, has 
described him as a man with a "monomaniacal and perhaps also a 
mythoinaniacal nature which at times overstepped the limits of 
normal", but, in a kinder phrase, as “a great and thoughtful 
dilettante of genius’'. This is what touched the readers of 
Schliemann’s dispatches and books; the enthusiasm of the 
amateur archaeologist who was lucky beyond all belief in finding 
wliat he had been looking for—proof of Homer, and treasure of 
gold buried in the earth. But it was not only the general reading 
public that he fired. A generation of archaeological scholars was 
inspired by his work. Sir John Myres has put this well when he 
writes that at the news of Schliemann's death it seemed to him that 
“the spring had gone out of the year". 1 

Schliemann's work, like all great archaeological discoveries, 
had posed as many problems as it had solved. He had discovered 
two hitherto unknown prehistoric civilisations. What were their 
interrelations, their origins, their dates? Dumont, who died ini 
1884, published posthumously his Ctrantiques de la Grice propre 
(1S88), in which he correctly appreciated the significance of the 
various finds made before Schliemann and classed Fouqud’s type 
de Thera between Hissarlik and Ialysus, and recognised the 
pottery from Mycenae as the “risultat d’une longue pratique", 
and the “dpoque de decadence d'une population ancienne, 
commcr9ante, et industrielle”. Similar views were expressed 
by Furtwilngler and Loeschckc in their Mykenische Thongefasse 
(1879) and Mykenische Vasert (x886). Meanwhile the early stages 
of the civilisation thought to be in its decadence at Mycenae, and 
traces of a pre-Mycenaean civilisation, were being discovered in 
the Cyclades and in Cyprus. 

Excavations in the Cyclades, and especially in the islands of 
Amorgo9, Antiparos and Syra, revealed primitive tombs—cists 
of large stone9—containing contracted inhumations, together with 
weapons of stone and copper and pottery of simple form compar¬ 
able in a general way with Troy II. Bent dug tombs in Antiparos 
in 1884 and also found an obsidian workers’ factory of this period: 
in 1888 he excavated similar tombs on the Carian coast of Asia 
Minor. Dlimmler in 1886 excavated cemeteries on Amorgos. 

• Tht Crttan Labyrinth, 27a. 
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Mackenzie, Edgar and Myres, by field work and excavation in the 
Cyclades, enlarged the picture of prehistory there and distinguished 
three principal types of pottery and periods in the islands. In 
1894-95 the British School at Athens, under Sir Cecil Smith of 
the British Museum, excavated at Phylakopi on the eastern coast 
of Melos. This was a stratified site, and revealed first an open 
village comparable archaeologically with the finds from the 
Cycladic cist graves, secondly a fortified site when copper and 
bronze were in use, obsidian and local marble were traded to the 
Greek mainland and the pottery resembled that of Troy II and 
the earliest shaft graves, and thirdly a settlement of mainland 
Greek type with a little Mycenaean palace. Phylakopi was the 
first stratified site to be excavated in the cast Mediterranean after 
Hissarlik. It provided a relative sequence for the development of 
the prc-Mycenaean or, as it now began to be called, the Cycladic 
civilisation, but the finds were not fully published until 1904, by 
which time discoveries in Crete had re-defined the prc-Mycenacan, 
emphasising the Cretan rather than the Cycladic element. 

There had been sporadic excavations in Cyprus from about 
1865 made by various people, among them General Louis Palma 
di Cesnola and Alexander di Cesnola and a young Austrian artist, 
Max Ohnefalsch-Richtcr. The greater part of these excavations 
was unscientific and unrelated to a research policy. The results 
were summarised by Reinach in 1885, and by Diimmler in 1886, 
who, with his knowledge of the Cycladic material, was able to see 
at once that the Cyprus material showed an Early Bronze Age 
civilisation comparable with that of Troy II but developing in a 
different way, a colonial equivalent of Mycenae intruding into the 
Late Bronze Age development of the native CypruB Bronze Age, 
and a total absence of Phoenician elements from both these phases 
of the Cyprus Bronze Age. In 1894 Sir John Myres carried out 
some excavations in Cyprus “to settle some crucial points of 
tomb chronology", as he himself puts it, and, together with 
Ohnefalsch-Richter, arranged and catalogued the Cyprus Museum. 
The Cyprus Museum Catalogue by Myres and Ohnefalsch-Richtcr 
appeared in 1899. Meanwhile the British Museum began a 
scries of excavations in Cyprus, the results of which were published 
by Murray, Smith and Walters in Excavations in Cyprus (1900). 
TTie most important of these sites were Enkomi and Hala Sultan 
Tekke, near Larnaka, and they revealed tombs rich in gold work, 
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and, though not as rich as Mycenae, richer than the shaft graves 
in Egyptian and Syrian imports. 

The antecedents and development of the Mycenaean civilisation 
were being studied in Greece itself, as well as in the Cyclades and 
Cyprus. Actually, before Schiiemann’s discoveries at Mycenae 
and Orchomcnos, a beehive tomb, or tholos, had been excavated 
at Menidi (Achamai), in Attica, by Kdhler. It was described by 
Kdhler in his Das Kuppclgrab von Menidi.: the chamber contained 
late Mycenaean objects, and the drmos , pottery of Geometric 
and later styles. During the eighties many beehive tombs were 
excavated, including Dimini in Thessaly and Vaphio in Lakonia. 
Vaphio was dug by Tsountas for the Greek Archaeological Society 
in 1889, and it was here that were found the famous gold cups 
with their repoussd designs of men capturing bulls. In 1S90 
and 1891 Tsountas dug the beehive tombs at Thorikos in 
Attica and at Kampos in Messenia. The Greek Archaeological 
Society continued excavation at Mycenae during the period 
1886-93; they found more beehive tombs, a palace like that 
found by Schliemann at Tiryns, and Mycenaean houses—the 
first Bronze Age Greek town. The society also dug several new 
tholoi and rock-cut tombs. On the Acropolis of Athens were 
found traces of another palace like those of Tiryns and Mycenae. 
These excavations revealed clearly the extent of the Mycenaean 
civilisation in Greece, and these discoveries were summarised in 
the works of Furtwangler and Locschcke, and Schuchhardt, 
already cited, and in Perrot and Chipiez’s La Grice Primitive 
(1895) and Gardner’s New Chapters in Greek History (1893). 

Various dates for the Mycenaean civilisation had been 
suggested going backwards from 800 B.C. Actually the answer to 
the question of date had been given before Schliemann began ex¬ 
cavating at Mycenae. The excavations of Salzmann and Biliotti in 
Rhodes in 1866 had produced at Ialysus a scarab of Amenhotep III 
with Mycenaean pottery in a tomb, which meant that the tomb 
could not have been built before 1400 b.c. In the Treasury of 
Minyas, at Orchomcnos, Schliemann found in 1886 a stone roof- 
slab carved with spirals, lotus-flowers and rosettes such as decorate 
Egyptian tomb ceilings of Amenhotep III. In 1889 Flinders 
Petrie found at Gurob, in Egypt, Mycenaean pottery mixed up 
with remains of the end of the XVIIIth dynasty, as well as what 
lie called proto-Greek or Aegean pottery. In the following year, 
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at Kahun, Flinders Petrie found painted Aegean or proto-Greek 
pottery mixed with that of the Xllth dynasty. It is important to 
realise that no pottery of this “proto-Greek" kind had hitherto 
been found in the Aegean. Petrie’s diagnosis was skilled guess¬ 
work: he was not content to leave the pottery just as “foreign” 
ware; he unhesitatingly and with great prescience diagnosed it 
as Aegean. 

In 1891 Petrie visited Mycenae to test there the dating of 
the Gurob and Kahun sites. He was helped by Ernest Gardner, 
Petrie’s former pupil and companion in Egypt, then Head of the 
British School in Athens. Petrie recognised examples of Egyptian 
influence and actual imports of Egyptian objects in Mycenae, nil 
of about the same XVIIIth dynasty period. Petrie had thus 
established two synchronisms, one between the Aegean or “proto- 
Greek” ware and the Xllth dynasty, and the second between 
Mycenaean and the XVIIIth dynasty. On the basis of these 
synchronisms and his own work at Mycenae, he declared that the 
Aegean civilisation had come into being about 2500 B.c. and that 
the dates of the late Mycenaean civilisation were between 1500 
and 1000 b.c. He actually dated the treasuries between 1400 and 
1200 B.c., the Vaphio cups at about 1200 B.c. and the shaft graves 
1150 b.c. It was a most remarkably fine piece of cross-dating and 
one of the first demonstrations of this method; Gardner declared 
that Petrie had “done more in a week than the Germans had 
done in ten years to clear up the matter from an Egyptian basis”, 
and writing in 1931, and looking back on his early conclusions 
on Greek chronology, Petrie said “there seems little to alter 
in the outline reached then, though forty years have since 
passed”. 

The Egyptian objects found in the tombs excavated in Cyprus 
by the British Museum were of the late XVIIIth and the XIXth 
dynasty. In 1899 Petrie found at Tell cl-Amarna, and dating 
from the reign of Akhenaten (1380-60), fragments of Mycenaean 
pottery'. The year before J. L. Myrcs had found near the Cretan 
village of Kamarais, on Mount Ida, pottery* identical with the 
Aegean or proto-Greek ware of Petrie. 

Ddrpfeld in his Troja und Won (1902) set out a chronology 
of Troy which served as the basis of European dating for 
the first thirty years of the twentieth century. It was as 
follows: * 
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Troy I 3000-2500 B.c. 

Troy II 2500-2000 B.c. 

Troy III-V 2000-1500 B.C. 

Troy VI (the Homeric City) 1500-1000 b.c. 

Troy VII 1000-700 b.c. 

Troy VIII 700-0 b.c. 

Troy IX a.d. 0-500 

This was the accepted state of knowledge of Anatolian chron¬ 
ology at the end of the nineteenth century, and the whole state of 
our knowledge at that time of the prehistoric Aegean and Troy 
may be seen not only from Dflrpfcld’s book already cited, and 
from Schuchhardt’s Schliemann, but also from Tsountas’s work, 
translated into English by Manatt as The Mycenaean Age (1897), 
Ridgeway’s Early Age of Greece (1896) and Hall's Oldest Civilisa¬ 
tion of Greece (1901). 

5. The Bronze and Iron Ages 

During the last thirty years of the nineteenth century research 
on the Bronze and Iron ages in Europe was at first, and for the 
greater part, concerned with the subdivision of these “ ages ” into 
"epochs" or "periods”, in much the same way as the Palaeolithic 
and Neolithic had been subdivided. As early as 1859, * n his 
Nordiskc Oldsager, Worsaae argued that at least in N. Germany, 
England and Scandinavia the Bronze Age could be divided into 
two phases, first, an older phase characterised by inhumation and 
a vigour and freshness in the design and decoration of bronze 
tools and weapons, and secondly, a later phase characterised by 
cremation, and in which the bronze tools and weapons show 
decadence in form and decoration. This argument was set out 
again by Worsaae in his paper on " La Colonisation dc la Russie du 
nord Scandinavic" in 1873. 1 At about the same time, in 1875, 
Gabriel dc Mortillet set out a classification of the French Bronze 
Age into two phases, which he christened the Morgien, after the 
site of Les Roseaux at Morges, on the Lake of Geneva, and the 
Lamaudian, after the hoard from Lamaud in the Jura. The 
Morgien was characterised, according to de Mortillet, by flat axes 
and short swords, the Larnaudian by winged and socketed axes 
and by long swords. 5 This classification was used by the two 

1 Mimoires de la Sociiti des Anliquaim du Nord, 1873-74. 

* Matiriaux, 1875. 
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dc Mortillets as a basis for their description of the Bronze Age in 
the Music prihistorique (first published in 1881), in their revised 
second edition of this standard work in 1903, by Adrien de 
Mortillct in his Classification palethnologiquc (Paris, 1908), and it 
was employed by him in his courses in the Ecolc d’Anthropologie 
in Paris up to 1925. 

Italian archaeologists found this classification of the Bronze 
Age into two phases impracticable for the proper study of their 
material from Italy, and proposed an “Encolithic” period between 
the end of the Stone Age and the beginning of the Bronze Age. 
This Encolithic phase figures in the writings of archaeologists 
like Pigorini, Colini and Orsi in the last quarter of the nineteenth 
century. Similar difficulties were experienced in analysing the 
archaeological material in Hungary, and at the International 
Congress at Budapest in 1876 Francois von Pulszky proposed the 
recognition of a Copper Age between Stone Age and Bronze Age, 
and his views were further set out in his Die Kupferzeit in Ungam 
(Budapest, 1884). Sir William Wilde, in his Catalogue of the 
Antiquities in the Museum of the Royal Irish Academy (Dublin, 
1863), had distinguished between a copper industry and a bronze 
industry, and in 1886, in his Die Kupferzeit in Europa und ihr 
Verhdltniss zur Kultur der Indogermanen , Much noted the wide 
distribution of copper tools over Europe. In 1885, in his L'Age 
du euivre dans Its Civennes, Jeanjean argued for a Copper Age in 
the south of France, and proposed calling it the Durfortian, after 
the Grotte des Morts at Durfort (Gard), described by Cazalis de 
Fondouce and Ollier de Marichard. The researches of Saint- 
Venant and Raymond, in the south of France l and of du ChatcIIicr, 
in Brittany, confirmed the existence of this Copper Age, or 
Durfortian. Chantre, who in 1871 and 1872 had been publishing 
papers proposing a threefold division of the Bronze Age, published 
in 1 875—76 his L'Age du Bronze, in which he regarded the Bronze 
Age as a unitary phase of human culture preceded by a Copper 
Age. He further proposed changing the name Durfortian to 
C^bdnnian. 

It looked, then, in the late nineteenth century, as though 
the Danish three-age system might now be extended by the 
addition of a Copper Age or Eneolithic period between the 
Neolithic and the Bronze Age. That this development was not 
widely followed was due to the writings and influence of Oscar 
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Montelius. After extensive comparative archaeological studies 
all over Europe and the cast Mediterranean Montelius proposed a 
detailed subdivision of the Bronze Age into numbered periods, 
the first of which, though in reality the Copper Age of Wilde and 
von Pulszky and the Eneolithic of the Italians, he proposed to call 
Bronze Age I. Montelius’s scheme was first set out in his paper 
*Sur la Chronologic de l’Age du Bronze, spdcialemcnt dans la 
Scandinavic,” in Mattriaux for 1885, and then developed in three 
famous works: the Die Chronologie der d'ltesten Bronzezcit in 
Nord-Deutschland und Skandinavien (Brunswick, 1900), La 
Civilisation primitive en Italie depuis l'introduction des mtHaux 
(Stockholm, 1895 and 1904), and Lcs Temps prihistoriques en Stdtle 
et dam les autres Pays Scandinavcs (Paris, 1895). 

Montelius recognised five phases in the Bronze Age of northern 
Europe, and these he numbered from I to V. In adapting his 
scheme to Italy he distinguished only periods I to IV, splitting 
period I into I.i, the Copper Age, and 1.2, the Bronze Age 
proper. Montelius’s first contribution to prehistoric archaeology 
was the use of numbers to distinguish his postulated periods. 
While his typological sequences have not stood the test of time in 
their detailed applications, his whole scheme of numbered periods 
got away from the French named ’‘epochs”. As we shall ace, 
the French system of “epochs” like the Acheulian, the Azilian, or 
the C<Sb6nnian was, in a way, a step towards the recognition of 
cultural groups, although being incompletely realised it dis¬ 
tinguished neither cultural nor chronological groups. Montelius 
provided in the Bronze Age, os he had tried to do in the Neolithic, 
an objective scheme of classification which was primarily tcchno- 
typological. His second great contribution was the attempt to 
give absolute dates to his techno-typological periods. Worsaae 
had attempted to give general dates for the Neolithic and Bronze 
ages in northern Europe on the basis of synchronisms with the 
archaeology of the cast Mediterranean. Now the comparative 
archaeological researches of Petrie and others in the east Mediter¬ 
ranean had tied the Aegean and Mycenaean chronology with that 
of Egypt by a pioneer effort of cross-dating. Montelius attempted 
to extend this system of tied finds across Europe to Scandinavia 
and the British Isles. He extended his scheme to cover the 
British Isles in a paper in Archaeologia published in 1909: he had 
expounded his views in Britain before ihis. He envisaged the 
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British Bronze Age as covering 1700 years, from 2500 to Soo B.C., 
and split it up into five periods as follows: I, the Copper Age from 
2500-2000 B.c. ; II, the first period of the Bronze Age proper, from 
2000-1650 B.c.; III, from 1650-1400 B.c.; IV, 1400-1150 b.c.; 
and V, from 1150 to 800 b.c. One is amazed to-day at the confi¬ 
dence with which Montelius proposed to refine his datc9 to half- 
centuries, such as 1650 and 1150 B.C., but his scheme did provide 
an objective framework for studying relics of the Bronze Age, and 
it did demonstrate for the first lime the possibilities and value of 
the synchronological technique of cross-dating. 

Similar schemes were devised during the last quarter of the 
nineteenth century for subdividing the Iron Age. In 1872 
Hildebrand proposed the division of the pre-Roman Iron Age 
into an earlier and later phase, to which he gave the names Hall- 
statt and La Tine. In 1875 dc Mortillet adopted the same dual 
division of the Iron Age, but called the second phase the Gaulish 
or Marnian Iron Age. Later he split the second phase into two 
and proposed a threefold division of the Iron Age, into Hallstattian, 
Marnian and Beuvraysian (after the pre-Roman French town of 
Mont Beuvray). In 1885 Otto Tischlcr applied Montclius’s 
tcchno-typological ideas to the La Tine period (the Marnian and 
Beuvraysian of dc Mortillet) and, following a detailed examination 
of the material in France, divided it into three phases, which he 
named Early, Middle and Late. He dated the beginning of the 
La T6nc period at about 400 b.c. 

To a certain extent, then, the study of the Bronze and Iron ages 
in Europe in the last quarter of the nineteenth century merely 
carried on the traditions laid down by the French archaeologists 
in the third quarter of the century, the traditions of minutely 
subdividing the three ages into epochs. But during this period 
archaeologists began to realise that this “epochal subdivision” 
was an insufficient end in prehistoric archaeology and was in any 
case open to many objections. The most important difficulty was 
the regional one — the problem of making any classification 
applicable to Europe as a whole. As early as 1858 Worsaae had 
suggested that Europe in the Bronze Age would have to be studied 
on the basis of different geographical groups, and in 1873-74 he 
set out this idea again, and in his L'Age du Bronze Chantre 
distinguished three “provinces” in the European Bronze Age, 
which he called the Uralian, comprising Siberia, Russia and 
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Finland; the Danubian, comprising Hungary, Scandinavia and 
the British Isles, and the Mediterranean, comprising the Graeco- 
Italian and Franco-Swiss groups. 

These geographical provinces and groups were a first realisation 
that the study of the Bronze and Iron ages could not be pursued 
merely by the subdivision of the three ages. The problem of 
prehistoric classification was thrown into relief by the discoveries 
in Greece and the Aegean. In the first place, the archaeological 
finds from the east Mediterranean had not been classified by 
means of subdivisions of the Bronze and Iron ages. Schliemann's 
classification of the remains at Hissarlik was an objective one 
based on the stratigraphy there, and, as we have seen, the tendency 
was to refer east Mediterranean finds to the Mycenaean, die pre- 
Myccnaean, or other named periods, which were not necessarily 
related to the Bronze and Iron ages. In the second place, this 
development of archaeological nomenclature in the east Mediter¬ 
ranean not only provided a new way of labelling and studying 
antiquities, it posed a difficult question: was the prehistory of 
Europe to be studied on a dual basis, the cast Mediterranean basis 
of named civilisations or cultures, and the European basis of named 
epochal subdivisions of the three-age framework ? 

At the end of the nineteenth century therfcr seemed to be 
three possible answers to this question. The first, championed 
by Montelius, was the extension of the three-age system, with 
its minute subdivisions, all over the east Mediterranean and the 
ancient civilisations of the Near East. The second, implicit in the 
geographical distinctions being drawn by Worsaae and Chantre, 
suggested that the solution was to extend the methods of east 
Mediterranean archaeology all over Europe. The third was the 
application of historical names to archaeological groups in Europe, 
whether geographical or epochal. This had already been a 
problem for the early Danish archaeologists, who had spent 
much of their time arguing whether the Stone Age was the work 
of the Lapps, the Bronze Age that of the Finns or Phoenicians 
and the Iron Age the work of Celts or Goths. The development 
of east Mediterranean archaeology, from the first dig of Schliemann 
at Hissarlik, while it had provided an archaeological classification 
based on archaeological names like Mycenaean, Aegean, Cycladic 
and so forth, had of course not escaped that bane of the pre¬ 
historian'a existence—the desire to give historical names to 
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prehistorical groups. And so the various archaeological 
phenomena distinguished in the cast Mediterranean were variously 
labelled Graeco-Phoenician, Phoenician, Trojan, Carian, Phrygian, 
Thraco-Phrygian, Aryan, Dorian, Achaean. Fortunately there 
was in east Mediterranean archaeology an objective archaeological 
grouping and the beginnings of an objective archaeological 
nomenclature, so that disputes over linguistic and historical 
labelling could be pursued independently of the development of 
knowledge about the Myccnacans and the pre-Mycenaeans. 
But the disputes about this labelling infused archaeologists 
outside the cast Mediterranean with a fresh desire to label the 
groups and types, distinguished archacologically in northern and 
western Europe, with names which had an historical or linguistic 
connotation. The Bronze and Iron ages began to be loaded with 
tendentious names like Phoenician, Ligurian, Iberian, Celtic and 
Teutonic, and archaeologists began to add to their already difficult 
problems the gratuitous difficulty of saying what language had 
been spoken by the people of their groups and epochs. In 
Britain, Sir John Rhjte suggested that the Neolithic was intro¬ 
duced by Iberians, the Bronze Age by Q-Celts or Goidcls, and 
the Iron Age by the P-Cclts or Brythons. 

This third solution, the adoption of linguistic and historical 
names, is, as we know now, a delusion, but it gave to many 
archaeological summaries produced at the end of the century, 
such as those of Anderson’s articles in Chambers's Encyclopedia 
of 1904, Windlc’s Remains of the Prehistoric Age in England (1904) 
and Rice Holmes’s Ancient Britain and the Invasions of Julius 
Caesar (1907), a clarity and definiteness which the material 
available then or now has never justified. The three-age system 
had taken a long time to be accepted in England; once accepted 
it was adopted universally; and regarded with a kind of religious 
sanctity. The great problem of early twentieth-century prehistoric 
archaeology has been how to modify the three-age system to the 
increasing complexity of the archaeological record. The late 
nineteenth-century archaeologists were not prepared to face this 
problem, challengmgly as it was set for them by the development 
of east Mediterranean archaeology. 

Another challenge had been provided by British archaeologists 
nearer home. In 1890 Sir Arthur Evans published in Archaeologia 
his finds of the “Late Celtic” urnfield at Aylesford, in Kent, a 
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paper which de Navarro has described as “one of the outstanding 
contributions to La Tine studies But this paper is outstanding 
not only for its clear analysis of the elements in La Tine art. Sir 
Arthur Evans identified the Aylesford people with the Bclgic 
invaders of south-east Britain, and in so doing recognised a group 
of invaders within the framework of tjic Iron Age. It was a 
challenge to the idea of the three invasions of the Neolithic, Bronze 
and Iron ages as constituting British prehistory, but a challenge 
which, for the time, passed unheeded. 


CHAPTER FIVE 


TUB DEVELOPMENT OF TECHNIQUE AND METHOD 
BEFORE I9OO 

i. The Beginnings of Excavation 

T HE half-century from 1850 to 1900 not only saw the birth 
of archaeology from antiquarianism, history and geology, 
the discovery of the proofs of man’s antiquity and of the 
ancient civilisations of Egypt, Assyria and Sumeria, and the 
creation of a complicated “sequence” of man’s prehistoric cul¬ 
tures based on subdivisions of the Danish tripartite system: it 
also saw, slowly and with difficulty, the beginnings of systematic 
archaeological techniques of excavation, field survey, conservation 
and protection. It also saw, even more slowly and uncertainly, 
what Seton Lloyd has aptly called “The Birth of a Conscience”, 1 
regarding the expropriation of antiquities from other countries. 

In the first half of the nineteenth century, and for a long while 
afterwards, excavation was principally concerned with the quick 
discovery of what was hidden in 3 barrow, tell, or pyramid, and 
with the acquisition of works of art to adorn the museums and 
private collections of Europe. Layard himself described his 
object of excavating at Nimrud as “to obtain the largest possible 
number of well-preserved objects of art at the least possible 
outlay of time and money”, and Loftus frankly admitted in much 
the same words that in excavating at Warka he was actuated by 
“a nervous desire to find important large museum pieces at the 
least possible outlay of time and money 

In these confessions, Layard and Loftus arc merely carrying 
on the old traditions of the west European collector begun in the 
sixteenth century by the Popes, and by men such as Lord Arundel, 
who had frankly admitted that his purpose was “to transplant old 
Greece to England”. The English travellers in Greece in the 
eighteenth and early nineteenth century had no scruples about 
carrying away to England the antiquities of the Near East and 
* Foundation in the Dutt, Chapter XII, pattim, 
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Aegean peoples, who were regarded as effete and unworthy 
possessors of such works of art. “ Inscriptions we copied as they 
fell in our way,'* wrote Robert Wood in his Ruins of Palmyra , 
“and carried off the marbles wherever it was possible, for the 
avarice and superstition of the inhabitants made the task difficult 
and sometimes impracticable." The Cambridge don E. D. Clarke 
discovered the tomb of one Euclid—not the mathematician—in 
Athens, and wrote: "How interesting . . . such an antiquity 
must be for the University of Cambridge, where the name of 
Euclid is so particularly revered." And Clarke’s account of the 
removal of the colossal Cistophoros of Elcusis, now in the Fitz- 
william Museum, is a fascinating revelation of archaeological 
methods at the time. "I found the goddess in a dunghill," he 
writes, "buried to her ears. The Elcusinian peasants, at the very 
mention of moving it, regarded me as one who would bring the 
moon from her orbit. What would become of their corn, they 
said, if the old lady with the basket were removed ? I went to 
Athens and made an application to the Pasha, aiding my request 
by letting an English telescope glide between his fingers. The 
business was done." 1 

In excavation, no less than in collection, methods were such 
as we to-day find strange. The early eighteenth-century excava¬ 
tions at Herculaneum and Pompeii were conducted over many 
years with small groups of workmen—four, eight, or at most 
thirty. Houses were exposed and looted, paintings were sawn 
off, and the robbed houses left to decay away. 2 Right at the end 
of the eighteenth century and at the beginning of the nineteenth, 
due to the keen and generous interest taken by the Napoleonic 
kings of Naples, carefully planned excavations of Pompeii took 
place—the first large planned excavations in history. The plan 
was due to a scholar of Naples, Michele Arditi, and enough money 
was forthcoming to employ at times six hundred men at this work. 

This premature birth of organised and conscientious excavation 
had no counterpart in England, where the old methods of the 
early antiquaries continued for a long while. We have already 

1 Otter, Life of Clarkt, 50J. 

* Herculaneum was first excavated In 1711, after which excavation was 
forbidden, until undertaken by the Government from 1738 to 1766. The 
excavations were abandoned in 1766 because of insurmountable difficulties 
occasioned by thick layers of hardened ashes and pumice-stone. The ruins 
of Pompeii were accidentally discovered in 1748 it was easier to excavate, and 
it soon took the place of Herculaneum. 
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referred to the first meeting of the British Archaeological 
Association at Canterbury in 1844. During this meeting several 
barrows were excavated in the course of one day’s expedition. 
The account of this excavation, only too typical of mid-ninetcenth- 
ccntury barrow digging, is worth quoting here. The barrowa 
“were excavated to within about a foot of the bottom, before the 
arrival of the visitors, in order that the deposits might be uncovered 
in their presence. . . . The archaeologists assembled at Breach 
Down between nine and ten o’clock . . . and eight barrows were 
successively opened for their inspection. The only interruption 
arose from a heavy shower of rain, which was so far from dumping 
the zeal of the visitors, that many, both ladies and gentlemen, 
raised their umbrellas (if they had any) and stood patiently 
looking at the operations of the excavators, whilst others sought 
a temporary covering in a windmill which stood in the middle 
of the scene. The barrows . . . were less productive than w'as 
anticipated. All however contained human remains, and in some 
were found different articles, which appeared to indicate the 
character of the person interred in them. . . . From Breach Down 
the party proceeded to Bourne Park . . . where two barrows 
were excavated which proved much richer than those at Breach 
Down.” After the excavation of these ten barrows the party 
“partook of ... a plentiful repast”. 1 

Nearly a quarter of a century after this, in 1866, a party of 
archaeologists of international reputation went off to excavate at 
Hallstatt. The party included John Evans, Lubbock, Lartet, 
Morlot and Franks. Evans describes their activities in letters to 
his wife. “We arranged with the Bergmcister to set some men at 
work digging and are going up there early to-morrow morning 
to see the result: it may be that we shall stop there all day,” he 
writes; and then next day: “We found our diggings too pleasant 
for us to be able to tear ourselves away from them. Lubbock and 
I breakfasted soon after 6 and about half past 7 were up at the 
cemetery . . . and found the men had already discovered a bronze 
bracelet and a broken fibula. I subsequently found in one of our 
trenches and dug out with my own hands one of the iron socketed 
celt9 with a part of the handle remaining in it and having on one 
part the impression of a fine twilled cloth against which it had 
lain. ... I hope to be able to arrange in Vienna for our friend the 
* Wright, "fhe Archaeological Museum, 6-8. 
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Bcrgmeister Stapf to carry on some further excavations for us." 1 

Exciting though the excavations in Mesopotamia were in the 
middle of the nineteenth century, and remarkable though the dis¬ 
coveries were, made bypioneerslike Botta, Layard andRassam,they 
can hardly be acclaimed the originators of scientific excavation. 
The excavation methods of Botta and Place at IChorsabad con¬ 
sisted of tunnelling along the face of the walls and getting light 
by occasional vertical shafts to the surface. Even after years of 
work in Mesopotamia, Rassam was incapable of recognising sun- 
dried brickwork. And nowhere was there much attempt at con¬ 
servation of monuments or artefacts. Layard visited Khorsabad 
some time after Botta had finished his excavations and wrote: 
“Since M. Botta's departure, the chambers had been partly filled 
up by the falling in of the trenches; the sculptures were rapidly 
perishing; and shortly, little will remain of this remarkable 
monument.” But Layard himself did little for the preservation 
of his own finds. Nineveh and its Remains abounds in the phrase 
reminiscent of the earlier barrow diggers in England, and the 
early nineteenth - century excavators of Egyptian mummies: 
"entire when first exposed to view, it crumbled into dust as soon 
as touched *\ Thus copper helmets, iron armour, copper vessels, 
painted frescoes, ivories, all “fell to pieces almost immediately on 
exposure to the air”. Rassam found, sixty feet to the north-west 
of the famous Shalmaneser II gates at Balawat, a second pair of 
gates, but “as soon as they were exposed to the air, they crumbled 
to pieces ”, he wrote. 

There had also arrived in Egypt by the middle of the century 
that villain in archaeology, the tomb robber—under the guise of 
scientific enquirer—in the person of Giovanni Belzoni, surely 
one of the most eccentric characters in the history of archaeology 
—that long calendar of bizarre characters. Belzoni was a native 
of Padua, who made a living in England by performing prodigious 
feats of strength at circuses, went to Egypt to sell hydraulic 
machinery for irrigation purposes, and stayed on to rob tombs. 
He began his search for Pharaohs in 1817 at Thebes. He broke 
into one tomb, crashing his way through antiquities; “every step 
I took I crushed a mummy in some part or other,” he declares. 
“ When my weight bore on the body of an Egyptian it crushed 
like a band-box. I sank altogether among the broken mummies 
1 Jonn Evans, Tim* and Chance, 123. 
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with a crash of bones, rags and wooden cases. ... I could not 
avoid being covered with bones, legs, arms and heads rolling 
from above.” Small wonder that Belzoni fainted frequently 
during these outrageous escapades, and that he was so overcome 
after one tomb exploration that he wandered about for three weeks 
in a trance. Small wonder, too, that the modern Egyptologist 
when he reads about the doings of Belzoni becomes, as Magoffin 
and Davis write, "a human chameleon”, turning ‘'green with 
envy, then red with shame, and then white with rage”. 1 

The robbing of tombs and mounds and the private sale of 
antiquities and art treasures was typical of Egypt and Mesopotamia 
during much of the nineteenth century, and was, of course, a 
great hindrance to serious archaeology. In 1859 Marietta's 
workmen found near Thebes the gilded sarcophagus of Queen 
Aahhotep. Before Marietta could arrange for it to be sent to 
Cairo, a local potentate, the Mudir of lCcneh, stole it, opened it in 
his harem, and set off by boat with the jewellery to present to the 
Khedive as an offering from himself. Maricttc pursued the 
Mudir in a steamboat, caught up with him and boarded his boat, 
forcing him by physical violence to give up the jewellery, which 
he then took safely to Cairo. Rassam left his excavations un- 
supervised, and tablets from them found their way on to the 
market both before and after lie completed his excavations. 
Budge, in 1888, was able to recover hundreds of these tablets 
from Baghdad dealers, though his own methods of getting the 
tablets out of the country were, to say the least, unusual—Sc ton 
Lloyd describes them as a “very blatant piece of sharp practice” * 
and his outspoken comments on the leakages from Rassam's digs 
involved him in an action for slander brought by Rassam. 

For some while the rivalry between excavators in the Near 
East made the search for antiquities nothing short of piracy. The 
archaeological pirates were none the better even when working on 
behalf of the British Museum or the Louvre. “Those were the 
great days of excavating,” declared Howard Carter. “Anything 
to which a fancy was taken, from a scarab to an obelisk, was just 
appropriated, and if there was a difference with a brother excavator, 
one laid for him with a gun.” * On one occasion, Belzoni, who 
had been working on behalf of the British Consul-General in 

* The Romance of Archaeology, 50. * Foundations in the Dust, 193. , 

• The Tomb oj Tul-ankh-Amon, i, 68 
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Egypt as well as on his own account, had a remarkable encounter 
with the agents of Drouctti, who had been working on behalf of 
the French Consul. Belzoni had secured the Philae Obelisk and 
was returning to Luxor when, as he writes, “I saw a group of 
people running towards us; they were about thirty Arabs, headed 
by two Europeans, agents of Mr Drouctti. On their approaching, 
Mr Lebulo was first, and the renegade Rossignano second, both 
Piedmontese and countrymen of Mr Drouctti. Lebulo began 
... by asking what business I had to take away an obelisk that 
did not belong to me; and that I had done so many things of this 
kind to him, that I should not do any more. Meanwhile he 
seized the bridle of my donkey with one hand, and with the other 
laid hold of my waistcoat and stopped me from proceeding any 
farther: he had also a large stick hung to his wrist by a string. . . . 
At the same moment the renegade Rossignano reached within 
four yards of me, and with all the' rage of a ruffian levelled a 
double-barrelled gun at my breast, loading me with all the 
imprecations that a villain could invent; by this time my servant 
was disarmed and overpowered by numbers. . . . The two gallant 
knights before me, I mean Lebulo and Rossignano, escorted by 
the two other Arabian servants of Mr Drouctti, both armed with 
pistols, and many others armed with sticks, continued their 
clamorous imprecations against me, and the brave Rossignano, 
still keeping the gun pointed at my breast, said it was time that I 
should pay for all I had done to them. The courageous Lebulo 
said . . . that he was to have onc-third of the profit derived from 
the selling of the obelisk when in Europe, according to a promise 
from Mr Drouetti, had I not stolen it from the island of Philae. 
... I have no doubt that if I had attempted to dismount, the 
cowards would have despatched me on the ground, and said they 
did it in defence of their lives, as I had been the aggressor” 1 
This encounter between Belzoni and the agents of Drouetti 
is very typical of the picturesque methods of archaeological 
reconnaissance and excavation in the early nineteenth century. 
It is worth remembering, as Baikie has pointed out,* that these 
methods represent not the worst but the best of Near Eastern 
excavations at the time. Much of Belzoni’s work has been praised 
by later workers, and it was certainly due to the unprincipled 

1 Belzoni, Narrative of the . . . Recent Discoveriet in Egypt and Nubia [1821] 
366-367. * The Glamour.of Near East Excavation, 43 
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depredations of Bclzoni, Drouetti and their kind tlmt repre¬ 
sentations of Egyptian art appeared in London, Paris and Turin, 
just as many of the British Museum’s Assyrian treasures owe 
their existence to the surprising methods of Rassam. 

Rouet, who replaced Botta as French consul at Mosul, sent 
agents hurriedly around the countryside opening mounds at 
random to stake a claim and prevent Layard from digging in them; 
and Layard himself was compelled to do much the same thing. 
At one moment, the French, disbelieving Layard's claim to have 
had permission to dig sit Nineveh, were digging little pits while 
Layard was excavating elsewhere in the same mound. Rassam 
engaged himself in what can only be described, in Seton Lloyd’s 
words, as "an undignified scramble for archaeological loot”. 
Using Mosul as his base he examined mounds over an area of two 
hundred miles, leaving groups of his workmen digging away, 
often without any supervision, in a frantic attempt to get out of the 
ground whatever treasures there might be, before the mounds 
were claimed by agents or archaeologists of another nation. 
And at times Rassam unashamedly excavated mounds already 
conceded to other missions. His discovery of Ashur-bani-pal’s 
library was due to a blatant act of piracy. ICuyunjik had, with 
the permission of Rawlinson, been divided into a northern or 
French area, and a southern or British area, and in 1853 Pl acc ' 9 
men and Rassam’s men were both excavating there. Rassam was 
alarmed to see Place’s men, while still working within their con¬ 
ceded areas, getting towards what he thought the most promising 
area at Kuyunjik At the risk, as he said, “of getting into iiot 
water with M. Place”, Rassam excavated at night in the French 
area and discovered Ashur-bani-pal’s palace with its library and 
lion-hunt gallery. Rassam described this episode ns “using 
strategy”: and says that Place accepted his act of piracy with 
equanimity, even congratulating Rassam on his "good fortune” 
at the time. But when Place came to write his Nitiivc et L'Assyrie 
he found himself unable to give Rassam credit for the discovery, 
claiming it for Loftus and his artist Boutcher. 

Rassam was not so successful in his piratical attempts at 
Tclloh. De Sarzec had excavated there in 1877 and 1878 and, 
while he was out of the country on a visit to France in 1878, 
Rassam decided to excavate there on his own. He collected 
a gang of Arab workman who began fighting among themselves 
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after three days, and thus thwarted his plans. Rassam was 
annoyed. “From what I have seen of the place of M. de 
Sarzec‘8 discoveries," he wrote, "I am certain that if I had 
continued my researches there one day longer, I should have come 
upon the nest of black statues which were discovered in the 
highest mound." 

It is very easy at the present day to be critical of the methods 
and achievements of the mid-ninctccnth-ccntury archaeologists. 
Every generation of archaeologists is likely to be critical of the 
methods of its predecessors. So far it is almost only Pitt Rivers 
among ninetecnth-centfiry British excavators whose reputation 
survives entirely unscathed. Layard, Rassam, Belzoni and their 
contemporaries have all been adversely criticised. Yet they were 
all excavating according to their lights. Very few archaeologists, 
cither then or now, genuinely feel that they and their contem¬ 
poraries are not technically equipped to undertake a complicated 
excavation and that it should be left to a later generation. It was, 
from our present point of view, perhaps unfortunate that many of 
the great discoveries were made in Egypt and Mesopotamia when 
they were. We may regret this, but we cannot convict the dis¬ 
coverers of any greater villainy than that they were not well ahead 
of their times. And we must remember that without their work 
the beginnings of Near Eastern archaeology would never have been 
made, nor an interest in archaeology fostered in mid-nincteenth- 
century England and France. Nor can we blame them unduly 
for the removal of antiquities and art treasures from Mesopotamia 
and Egypt to Europe. Botta, Layard, Belzoni and Drouetti were 
merely carrying on the traditions started in Greek lands by the 
agents of Charles I, the Earl of Arundel and the Duke of Bucking¬ 
ham in the seventeenth century, and maintained by Stuart and 
Revctt, Hamilton, Robert Wood, E. D. Clarke and others in the 
eighteenth century. It should be remembered that only some 
forty years separate the arrival of the Elgin Marbles in London 
and the Kumah disaster, but very gradually, towards the end of the 
nineteenth century, some standards of archaeological excavations 
were beginning to be recognised and established, and serious 
thought entertained on the propriety of removing to the museums 
of Europe the ancient treasures of the Near East. Traditions 
of excavation were beginning in western Europe as well as in 
the Near East Green well wrote to John Evans in 1867 saying: 
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“That scoundrel Mortimer has been spreading calumnious reports 
to the effect that I am destroying all the Wold barrows and missing 
half the interments, in fact, doing the work in a thoroughly bad 
way. This is with a view to stopping my getting leave. His 
conduct . . . has been that of a rascal. ... I may possibly have 
to get you to give me a testimonial as to my mode of bar/’ow 
opening." 1 Censure of excavation methods became rife in the 
Near East, although perhaps it was not untouched with national 
sympathies and antipathies. Fosscy, a Frenchman, described 
Rassnm’s campaign of 1879-82 as resembling "plus a un pillage 
qu*& une fouille scientifiquc ". Breasted/an American, criticised 
British methods at Kuyunjik as "unscientific". Ililprccht, 
another American, expressed disapproval of all Mesopotamian 
excavations before those at Nippur in which he took part. Budge, 
an Englishman, disparaged the work of Raasam and dc Sarzcc, and 
wrote of the technique of the Americans—Hilprccht included— 
at Nippur: "More travellers than pne who have seen the site of 
the American excavations at Nippur have failed to see there any 
exhibition of scientific digging.” 9 

This critical awareness of the need for standards in archaeo¬ 
logical technique is in itself an indication of the gradual develop¬ 
ment of new techniques of scientific archaeology. Excavations 
in England, the continent of Europe, in classical lands, in Egypt 
and in Mesopotamia all contributed to this development. Credit 
has been variously apportioned. Many names stand out as those 
of the great pioneers of the new archaeology of scientific excavation 
—Mariettc, Conze, Newton, Curtius, Schliemann, Petrie and Pitt- 
Rivers. We shall discuss the contribution of these in the remain¬ 
ing sections of this chapter. But here we should especially 
remember the work of the Danes in their bogs, and of the Swiss 
archaeologists in their lake dwellings. The foundations of the 
stratigraphical principles of excavation were devised in Denmark 
and Switzerland. And it was the Swiss lake-dwelling excavations 
that revealed the extent to which apparently perishable material 
could, under special conditions, survive, and could, under very 
special conditions of excavation, be preserved. Earlier discoveries 
of tree coffins had also demonstrated this. 

In July 1834 a barrow at Gristhorpe, between Scarborough and 

1 Quoted in Joan Evans, Time and Chance, 123. 

* The Rise and Progress of Auyriology, 144. 
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Filey, was excavated by Mr Beswick, its owner, and a Mr Alexander 
of Halifax. They found an oak-tree coffin containing the perfect 
skeleton of “an Ancient Briton ” wrapped in the skin of a sheep or 
goat. The bones were stained an ebony colour—a fact satis¬ 
factorily explained by Dean Buckland in a letter to the Litefary 
Gazette as due to the tannin and gallic acid of the oak. In the 
coffin, with the skeleton, were also found “the flint head of a small 
javelin . . . two rude arrowheads of flint ... the head of a spear 
or javelin formed of brass or some other composition of copper 
... a pin, and a beautifully formed ornament of either horn or 
the bone of some of the larger cetaceous tribe of fishes ... an 
instrument of wood resembling in form the knife used by the 
Egyptian embalmcrs . . . fragments of a ring of horn ... a 
wickerwork basket*’ and “a quantity of vegetable substance” 
described as the leaves and berries of the mistletoe—“they were 
however very tender and soon crumbled to dust 

Gristhorpe and the other tree-coffin finds taught an important 
lesson to archaeologists, namely that it might be possible to recover 
a very detailed picture of early man, and that archaeology would 
not be a discipline like geology, dealing only with the fossils of man, 
but would deal with material survivals of a far less tangible form. 
It w r ould be a long time before archaeological technique permitted 
the study of material objects like Queen Shub-ad's harp and the 
spear from Palestine which had left only their "ghosts'* behind, 
but the tree coffins made a point which was hammered home by 
the finds from the Swiss lake dwellings—that archaeology had to 
develop a technique of excavation and preservation all its own, 
and that careful excavation of specially preserved sites would 
yield the most detailed knowledge of the way of life of early man. 
It is indeed a long way from Stukeley’s “ garden of the Druids” to 
the list of plants and animals recovered from the Swiss lake 
dwellings, but it is the measure of the change that was taking 
place in the early nineteenth century in the awareness and practice 
of archaeological technique. 

2. Mariette 

Mariette*9 own methods of excavation and research have 
frequently been decried. He himself excavated over thirty 

1 This find is described in a pamphlet published in 1834 by W. Williamson, 
and by W. J. Thoms in his introduction to hi* translation of Worsaae’s Primeval 
Antiquities of Denmark (1849), from which these qCotntions arc taken. 
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important sites in as many years. He was mainly concerned with 
obtaining splendid results, and was always after precious and 
imposing finds and historic monuments, rather than the common 
things of everyday life. Petrie describes how Mariettc made 
excavations near the Sphinx and had blasted away with dynamite 
the fallen ruins of a temple. "Nothing was done”, wrote Petrie 
sadly in 1883, two years after Mariettc's death, “with any uniform 
plan; work is begun and left unfinished; no regard is paid to 
future requirements of exploration nnd no civilised or labour- 
saving appliances arc used. It is sickening to see the rate at 
which everything is being destroyed, and the little regard paid to 
preservation.” Mariettc certainly never published his results 
adequately; some of his excavations were not published at all. 
He was content with gathering together a vast mass of material 
without recording the details of its provenance or assessing its 
historical significance. 

Yet, with all these limitations, he was a pioneer of new methods 
in archaeology. Even if his own methods were, in the judgement 
of subsequent archaeologists, still primitive, at least he saw that 
no one practised even more primitive methods. As Director of 
the Egyptian Service of Antiquities lie forbade any excavations in 
Egypt except those which he himself conducted. Thus, for a 
while, by the high-handed institution of a personal monopoly in 
excavation, he stopped the undignified and regrettable scramble 
for antiquities such as was taking place at the time in Mesopotamia, 
and, for a while, he rid Egypt of tomb robbers and art collection 
touts masquerading as archaeologists. Mariettc regularised 
and systematised the various works undertaken in Egypt, 
providing for the first time a proper control of excavation and 
research. 

This in itself was a great service to the development of a new 
outlook in archaeology. But Mariettc did more than this; he 
devoted himself strenuously to prevent the exportation of Egyptian 
antiquities to Europe. He wanted the remains of Ancient 
Egypt properly housed in modem Egypt, and, to this end, bent 
all his efforts to prohibit the removal of antiquities from Egypt 
and to the creation of a National Museum of Egyptian Antiquities. 
He felt that, once there was such a museum in Egypt, it 
would no longer be possible for the agents of European 
missions to justify theis removal of treasures from Egypt on the 
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grounds that the Egyptians were not fit to look after their own 
antiquities. 

In pursuance of his aims he had first to convince Said Pasha, 
the Khedive, that Egyptian antiquities mattered at all. The 
creation of the Egyptian Service of Antiquities and Mariette’s 
appointment as Director were largely due to the machinations of 
de Lesseps and Napoleon III, rather than to the interest of the 
Khedive who, as Maspero wrote, reluctantly "came to the con¬ 
clusion that he would be more acceptable to the Emperor if he 
made some show of taking pity on the Pharaohs *\ Mariette had a 
difficult task turning this diplomatic demonstration of pity into 
real interest. He could never secure a regular and permanent 
grant from the Egyptian Government but had to apply for ad hoc 
grants direct from the Khedive. These applications were refused 
or granted according to the whim of the moment; several of 
Mariette’s digs had to be stopped owing to the cessation of funds 
by Said Pasha in a moment of bad temper. Marietle collected 
all he could from every excavation in the hope that the size of his 
collection would eventually shock the Khedive into providing a 
museum. We must not therefore censure too sharply his pre¬ 
occupation with large and dramatic finds. 

At first his scheme bore no fruit. To house his treasures he 
was first allocated "a deserted mosque which was falling into ruin, 
some filthy sheds, and a dwelling-house alive with vermin in which 
he lived himself". 1 He turned this unpromising site into the first 
Egyptian Museum, and continued collecting, and importuning 
the Khedive for a real museum. It was Queen Aahhotep’s 
jewellery that eventually moved Said Paaha. We have already 
described how the Mudir of ICeneh stole this jewellery and how 
Mariette boarded the Mudir’s boat and forced him to return it. 
The Khedive was amused by this incident, kept a gold chain for 
one of his wives, a scarab for himself, and ordained that the rest 
of the jewellery should go into a specially built museum. The 
gold and jewellery had produced at once the effect which the large 
historic monuments had failed to do. In 1859 a special museum 
was built at Boulak. 

Even so, Mariette had to maintain the greatest watclifulness 
over the new museum, which he filled with fresh treasures after 
each year’s excavations. The Khedive would often have liked 

1 Baikie, A Century of Excavation in th* Lahti oj the Pharao/ts, a6. 
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to give away exhibits from the Boulak Museum to his friends, and 
on occasion suggested that the whole collection should be pawned 
as security for a loan. The Empress Eugenie was so delighted by 
the Egyptian jewellery exhibited in the Exposition at Paris in 1867 
that she informed the Khedive Ismail that she would be graciously 
pleased to receive the whole collection hb a present. It was a 
great moment in the history of archaeology when the Khedive, 
surprised by this request, yet anxious to please France, and short 
of money, still made his consent conditional on Maricttc’a agree¬ 
ment. "There is someone at Boulak more powerful than I,” he 
said to the Empress's agent, “and you must address yourself to 
him." Mariettc firmly refused, and the collection of Egyptian 
antiquities returned safely from Paris to Boulak. What strength 
of character and fixity of purpose is revealed in that refusal of 
Marictte, made to the highest in his native land, in the interests 
of what he thought right for archaeology and Egypt. It cost him 
the support of France and, for a short while, the favour of the 
Khedive. But after 1870 he was again in favour and from then 
until his death in 1881 his schemes prospered. Ismail even had 
grand plans for the extension of the museum buildings at Boulak, 
but these never came to anything, and on one occasion during thin 
period the proposal for raising a loan on the collections was again 
mooted, and again defeated by Mariettc. When he died he could 
look back on three magnificent achievements—the creation of the 
first National Museum in the Near East, the creation of the first 
National Service of Antiquities, and the birth of a conscience about 
the expropriation of antiquities. 1 

3. The Development of Classical Archaeology 

Up to the sixties and seventies of the nineteenth century, 
classical excavations, apart from Pompeii, had been confined to the 
recovery of single objects or single structures. There had been 
little attempt at complete excavation, and no idea of recovering 
a succession of occupations. From 1870 onwards a new archaeo¬ 
logical method was developed in classical excavations which 
became the pattern of all subsequent excavational technique 
elery where. This development was largely due to the Austrian 

1 In 1889 the museum was moved from Boubk to n disused pnluce nt Chech. 
In 1902 the collections were moved again to the present museum in Cairo, 
in the Qasr-el-Nil. * 
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and German excavators in the Aegean, especially Conze, Curtius 
and Ddrpfeld. Its aims have been summarised by Michaelis, 
himself a friend and fellow-pupil of Conzc, as follows: “To 
ascertain the original form both of the general plan and of its 
separate parts, to follow the successive alterations that have come 
in the course of time, to assign to each detail its place in the 
development, and thus to make the excavation a reconstruction 
of the lost whole, is the distinguishing mark of the new method. 1 ' 1 

The names of two archaeologists must be mentioned who, 
working in classical lands before the Germans, yet showed the 
beginnings of scientific technique. These were Fiorclli and 
Newton. Giuseppe Fiorclli took over the excavation of Pompeii 
in i860. Hitherto complete excavation of houses had rarely if 
ever been done; the upper storey had been dug and collapsed into 
the trenches, burying the lower levels. Now, Fiorclli uncovered 
whole insulae and dug them carefully stratum by stratum, pre¬ 
serving any features of interest in ritu. lie founded a " Scuola di 
Pompei ”, where foreigners as well as Italians could learn archaeo¬ 
logical technique, and himself made a special study of the materials 
and technique of building at Pompeii. Michaelis calls Fiorelli 
“a thoroughly scientific man”: he was certainly one of the 
pioneers of stratigraphical analysis. 

This is what Gaston Bossier wrote in summing up the new 
methods initiated by Fiorclli in 1863 at Pompeii: “He declared 
and repeated in his reports that the centre of interest in the 
Pompeian excavations was Pompeii itself; that the discovery of 
works of art was a matter of secondary importance; that efforts 
were directed, above all, to reviving a Roman city that would 
depict for us the life of bygone ages; that it was necessary to see 
the city in its entirety and in its minutest details in order that the 
lesson it taught might be complete, that knowledge was sought 
not only of the houses of the wealthy but also of the dwellings of 
the poor, with their common household utensils and crude wall 
decoration. With that end in view, everything became important, 
and nothing could legitimately be overlooked.” Here was a 
manifesto which might still be used as a statement of the essential 
aims of excavations in a settlement. 

Charles Thomas Newton was an official of the British Museum 
who arranged to be sent by the Foreign Office for seven years of 
1 A Century 0f Archaeological Ditcoverin, p. 158. 
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diplomatic service in the Levant, and to combine his consular 
duties with collecting material for the British Museum. In 1852 
he was vice-consul at Mytilene, later acting as consul at Rhodes 
and Rome, returning in 1861 to the British Museum to take charge 
of the department of Greek and Roman Antiquities there. Newton 
had been excited by reliefs sent to the British Museum in 1846 by 
Sir Stratford Canning, who had taken them from the Turkish 
fortress of Budrum. Newton suspected these fragments were 
from the Mausoleum of Halicarnassus. Me succeeded in identi¬ 
fying the site of this wonder of the world, and in assembling in the 
British Museum all that was left of it, including fragments that 
hnd been taken to Genoa, Constantinople and Rhodes. In 
1858—59 he went to Cnidos and discovered the plan of the Greek 
city there; this was the first time that an old city plan hud been 
carefully and accurately recovered. Newton made extensive use 
of photography in his work. 

Alexander Conze dug in Samothracc in 1873. He had two 
architects working with him and a photographer, as well as a man- 
of-war placed at his disposal by the Austrian Government. Mis 
second Sainothrace expedition was in 1875. A complete record 
was published of these excavations; it is the first “modern" 
excavation report in existence. All the plans were beautifully 
drawn in detail by the architects, and the reports were illustrated 
by photographs. This was the first time that photography had 
been used to illustrate archaeological reports. While Newton 
had used photography on his excavations, he had had lithographs 
made from the photographs to illustrate his reports. 

The German Archaeological Institute became a Prussian 
Government institution in 1871, and an Imperial institution in 
1874. A branch was set up in Athens and in 1875 excavations 
were begun at Olympin under the energetic and skilful direction 
of Ernst Curtius, assisted by the architect Friedrich Adler. This 
work occupied the 9ix winters of 1875-80. The German Empire 
spent £30,000 on the work, and the expenses of the last winter 
were borne personally by the Emperor William. As the Greek 
Government prohibited the export of antiquities the German 
Government renounced all claims except in the case of duplicates 
being found. Everything that was discovered at Olympia was 
preserved, and a small museum built on the spot to house the 
finds. The stratigraplvy of the sites was carefully and completely 
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studied. The architectural work at Olympia was undertaken 
first by Richard Bohn and later by Dorpfeld, who became the 
moving spirit in the new methods of preservation and excavation. 

The great work of Conzc at Samothrace and Curtius at Olympia 
initiated a period of thirty years of great classical excavations, and 
classical lands became a school for the method and technique of 
excavation. The French at Delos and Delphi, the Greeks 
themselves in Athens, and the American Archaeological Institute 
under Bacon and Clarke at Assos, on the south coast of the Troud, 
and at Neandrcia, north of Assos, carried on die traditions which 
the Germans had established. These traditions were transmitted 
by Ddrpfcld to a perhaps unwilling Schlicmann. 

In assessing the work of the Germans and Austrians in Greece 
at this time we must especially mention the work of Adolf Furt- 
wllnglcr, whoitf, as Albright has recently insisted, developed to the 
highest degree the chronological vnluc of pottery, more especially 
painted pottery. 1 It was also FurtwSngler who with Loschcke 
issued, in their Mykenisck€ Vasen (1886), a complete publication 
of all Mycenaean vases and potsherds found in all the islands of 
the Aegean as far cast as Cyprus. This was the beginning of that 
essential of modern archaeology—the corpus of finds. 

4. Schlicmann 

Schlicmann’s contribution to the development of archaeological 
technique and method has been vigorously disputed. To some 
he was the first modern archaeologist and much of modem 
methods derives from his excavations. To others he was a 
plundering, blundering robber whose reputation was made by 
the astonishing value and interest of his finds. Casson, for 
example, claims Schlicmann as the founder of scientific method 
in archaeology, declaring that he laid “the solid foundations of a 
proper archaeological method which could be followed in any 
land”, and that his methods “constituted an innovation of the 
first order of importance in the study of the antiquity of man by 
archaeological methods *\* Michaelis, on the other hand, said 
Schlicmann was “a complete stranger to every scientific method of 
treatment of his subject and had no idea that a method and a well- 
defined technique existed”. 3 Karo, less enthusiastic than Casson 

* From the Stone Age to Christianity, 1946, ao. * The Discovery 0f Man , 221 . 

• A Century of Archaeological Discoveries, 217. , 
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but more charitable than Michaelis, gives this verdict on Schlic- 
mann’s work: "No one with archaeological experience will refuse 
to acknowledge a great debt to Schliemann and his young wife for 
their achievements; without any training in technique and method, 
and without any of the resources that arc available to-day, they 
brought thousands of objects to light." 

On one point there can be no dispute. Schlicmann's excava¬ 
tion at Hissarlik was the first excavation of a tell: "the first large- 
scale dissection of a dryland settlement unguided by the remains 
of great monuments such as simplified the task in Babylon and 
Nineveh”, as My res has put it. In this Schliemann was the 
precursor of a long line of excavators in the Near East. lie cut 
right through the mound, distinguishing seven occupation levels: 
it was a great moment in the application of stratigraphical principles 
to archaeology. The principles of stratigraphy in their general 
application to archaeology were already appreciated and the 
work of the Danish archaeologists in their peat bogs, of Keller 
and others in the Swiss lakes, and of Gastaldi and Strocbcl in the 
etrremare mounds of Piedmont and Lombardy had been ample 
demonstration of geological superposition as a key to relative 
chronology in prehistoric archaeology. Schliemann demonstrated 
the applicability of these principles to the excavation of a great 
mound. But it would be only fair to say that the stratigraphy of 
Hissarlik only gradually forced its way into his understanding. 
He puzzled his way slowly and laboriously to an appreciation of 
what he was uncovering; at one moment he thought the whole 
mound covered remains of Priam's Troy, and the widespread 
occurrence of stone tools was confusing: "I cannot understand”, 
he wrote, “how it is that 1 am unearthing stone implements 
throughout the length of my excavations.” 

We should distinguish two periods in Schlicmann's digging: 
the earlier period from 1870 to 1882, and die second from 1882 
until his death, when he was assisted by Ddrpfeld. In his first 
season at Troy, from 1871-73, Schliemann was alone with his 
young and gifted Greek wife. At Mycenae, from 1874-76, he 
had Greek colleagues, but'they suspected him, and were most 
uncooperative. In 1879, in his second season at Troy, he was 
assisted by, and learnt much from, Virchow and Burnouf. From 
1882 onwards, for his third and last season at Troy, he was assisted 
by Dorpfeld, who, as we have said, was a practical architect and 
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had worked under Curtius at Olympia. Dorpfeld brought to the 
Schliemann digs the new system and efficiency of the German 
classical archaeologists. Perhaps “assisted ” is not the right word 
to use in describing the relations of Dorpfeld to Schliemann at 
Troy. Myres calls Schliemann in his last season "a constitutional 
sovereign among expert ministers”, and Ludwig calls him “a 
captive king”. Whatever were the human relations, Dorpfeld 
was able to expose the stratigraphy more clearly than previously; 
he revolutionised Schlicmann's technique, changing it, as Myres 
says, “from digging to dissection”. 

Rut it would be wrong to suppose that all that was good in 
Schlicmann's methods come from his half-reluctant adoption 
of the methods of Curtius and the Germans in Greece. Long 
before Dbrpfeld joined him he was working on certain principles 
basic to good excavation. He preserved everything he found; 
although he was driven on by the desire to recover the treasures 
that were buried in the earth, he preserved all his finds, realising 
the importance of ordinary things in providing a true picture of 
the past. He recorded carefully the level at which all finds were 
made, and he had every important find drawn or photographed as 
soon as possible. And he was prompt in publishing his results 
as fully as possible. In fact, Schliemann was applying to his 
excavations the business methods which he had Icamt in his long 
career as a merchant, and wc may consider the great success of 
the excavations he made at Troy as the result of the happy 
combination of his own business methods and acumen with the 
methods and training brought by Ddrpfeld. 

5. Pitt-Rivers 

General Pitt-Rivers made two great contributions to the 
method of prehistoric archaeology. The first related to the 
analysis of artefacts, the second to the technique of excavation. 
Pitt-Rivers was professionally concerned in the Army with 
investigations into the use and improvement of the rifle between 
1851 and 1857 at Woolwich, Enfield, Malta and Hythe. lie was 
virtually the originator of the Hythe School of Musketry. Pitt- 
Rivers had great talents for organisation and for experimental 
research. In studying the development of firearms he found 
himself arranging collections of types in developing or evolutionary 
sequences. He was also interested in the evolutionary ideas 
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which at that time were informing biological knowledge. From 
his own detailed study of British firearms, and the Darwinian 
concept of evolution, he formulated the idea that all material 
objects developed in an evolutionary way and could he arranged 
in typological sequences. In this he was developing the idea of 
the early Danish and Swedish antiquaries who had discussed 
typological sequences, and was working parallel to John Kvans 
who was busy classifying and arranging prehistoric flint and 
bronze implements in categories and in sequences. Hut he was 
not consciously indebted to the northern untiquurics or to Kvnns; 
his work on the material culture of primitive peoples and of 
prehistoric man was a direct offshoot of his work on firearms and 
his interest in biology. It was essentially from the study of 
firearms that “ he was led to believe that the same principles must 
probably govern the development of the other arts, appliances and 
ideas of mankind". 1 

To prove this diesis and to illustrate its truth he began 
collecting everything he could lay his hands on—first weapons 
and then boats, looms, dress, musical instruments, magical and 
religious symbols. Soon his house was filled from cellar to attic 
with these ethnographical and prehistorical collections, and in rSfi 
his collections were lent to the museum at Bethnal Green. Later 
the collection was moved to South Kensington, and finally to 
Oxford, where a special annexe of the University Museum was 
designed for it. The Pitt-Rivers collections were specially 
interesting for two reasons: in the first place they were arranged 
typologically and not geographically. Hitherto ethnographical 
and prehistoric collections had been set out by sites or countries. 
Pitt-Rivers disregarded find spots and arrnngcd the material on a 
taxonomic and typologic basis. He thus performed an enormous 
service to comparative archaeology, and also demonstrated the 
values of the comparative ethnographic method in archaeology. 
This method had been hinted at by Nilsson; Pitt-Rivers showed 
how it could best be used, and how a comparison of prehistoric 
artefacts with contemporary ethnographical materia! made one 
the better able to appreciate the function and importance of 
prehistoric artefacts. Secondly, Pitt-Rivers began what may 
justly be called a sociological approach to artefacts, whether 
contemporary or prehistoric. He stressed that his collection 
* Balfour, in (ed. J.T.. My res) The Evolution of Culture, v. 
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was “not for the purpose of surprising anyone, either by the 
beauty or value of the objects exhibited, but solely with a view 
to instruction. For this purpose ordinary and typical specimens 
rather than rare objects have been selected and arranged in 
sequence”. He was stressing the point made later by Petrie in 
Egypt—the importance of the ordinary artefact, and the necessity 
of collecting complete collections of the material culture of 
contemporary or prehistoric societies. Pitt-Rivers and Petrie 
were the leaders of the revolution in archaeology which led it 
away from the contemplation of art objects to the contemplation 
of all objects. Archaeology ns a study of art treasures was a 
nineteenth-century legacy from the late eighteenth-century study 
of classical antiquities. It survived to the Egyptian tomb robbers 
and in the persons of Botta and Lnyard, and it survived into the 
arrangement of the British Museum as late as the seventies of 
the nineteenth century. Pitt-Rivers and Petrie were mainly 
responsible for the transformation of the archaeological outlook 
from one of curiosity to one which was frankly sociological. 

Pitt-Rivers explained his point of view in several lectures and 
papers, notably his lectures on The Principles of Classification to 
the Anthropological Institute in 1874, on The Evolution of Culture 
to the Royal Institution in 1875, his three lectures on Primitive 
Warfare to the United Services Institution in 1867,1868,1869, and 
his lecture on Early Modes of Navigation to the Anthropological 
Institute in 1874. 1 He urged everywhere the study of all material 
objects of human culture, and their arrangement in typological 
sequences. His general principle for the arrangement of all 
these sequences was that the “seemingly more primitive and 
generalised forms were the nearest natural forms He was not, 
however, a slave to this principle; he recognised the existence 
of periods of degeneration. He was startled by the achievements 
of Upper Palaeolithic Art, compared with the degeneration in art 
that succeeded it, and by Mariette's discovery that the most 
faithful and true sculptures in Egypt were the work of the Illrd 
dynasty. He appreciated the work of Sir John Evans on British 
coins, and also Schliemann’s Trojan finds illustrating the devolution 
of the human-face motive. He stressed, moreover, that formal 

1 These lectures, together with nn extract from Balfour'a address to the 
British Association in 1914 on Pitt-Rivers, were reissued under the editorship 
of J. L. Myrcs aa The Evolution of Culture and other Enayt (Oxford, 1906). 
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identities between objects were not enough, and taught a lesson 
begun by Nilsson, that before identity could be proclaimed, 
functional as well as formal identity must be proved. Pitt- 
Rivers believed implicitly in progress. He arranged his artefacts 
in this belief, and was sure that they demonstrated the truth of 
progress. But he remained uncertain of the possibility of fore- • 
casting the course of progress. “Progress is like a game of 
dominoes,” he declared in the closing words of his 1874 lecture 
on The Principles of Classification. “Like fits on to like. In 
neither case can wc tell beforehand what will be the ultimate 
figure produced by the cohesions: all wc know is that the 
fundamental rule of the game is sequence.” 

As Colonel Lane-Fox, Pitt-Rivers carried out many excavations 
in various parts of England and Wales, and in some of these he 
worked with Canon Green well. After r88o, when he inherited 
the Rivers estates, comprising over 29,000 acres of land, including 
much of Cranborne Chase, he began a remarkable campaign of 
excavation which comprised camps, villages, cemeteries, barrows 
and ditches. Among the most famous of these excavations 
between 1880 and 1900 were the now classic settlements of 
Woodcuts and Rotherlcy, Woodyatcs, Wor Barrow, Bokerly Dyke 
and Wansdyke. 1 Unlimited by considerations of finance, time, 
or labour, Pitt-Rivcrs was able to make these excavations a model 
of scientific excavations. He indulged to the full his talent for 
organisation and research, and his experience gained during a long 
career of soldiering and administration. IBs excavations were 
welf organised and thoroughly carried out. He demanded and 
obtained the highest standard of accuracy and care from his 
assistants and workmen. All his excavations were on a grand 
scale, and in most of the sites he studied he examined them 
comprehensively and completely down to the bedrock. For 
the technique of the mid-nineteenth century, which consisted of 
digging a hole in a barrow to find the primary interment and any 
associated grave goods, Pitt-Rivers substituted the total ex¬ 
cavation of sites. He stressed the importance of stratigraphical 


1 Pitt-Rivers was one of the first archaeologists to concentrate on dwelling 
places rather than barrows. Casson has cited the excavation of nn Iron Age 
village at Standlakc, Oxon, by Stone in the cightccn-fiftica as the first example 
of a non-barrow dig in England. Of course settlement sites were more difficult 
to cxcuvatc than barrows, less»rcwarding, but more fruitful in common things. 
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observation, and of the necessity of recording the position of 
everything found. He caused accurate plans and sections and 
detailed drawings and descriptions to be made of all his excavations, 
and constructed models of all the main sites. 

Pitt-Rivcrs carried into prehistoric archaeology the insistence 
on the importance of common things which had marked his 
collections of ethnographical and prehistoric objects. " Common 
things arc of more importance than particular things, because they 
arc more prevalent," he wrote in 1898. "I have always remem¬ 
bered a remark of Professor Huxley’s in one of his addresses: 
‘The word importance\ he says, 'ought to be struck out of 
scientific dictionaries; that which is important is that which is 
persistent.’ Common things vary in form, as the idea of them 
passes from place to place, and the date of them and of the places 
in which they arc found may sometimes be determined by gradual 
variations in form. There is no knowing what may hereafter be 
found to be most interesting. Tilings are apt to be of the greatest 
value in tracing the distribution of forms. This will be admitted 
when it is recognised that distribution is a necessary prelude to 
generalisation." 1 

Pitt-Rivers believed in, and practised, the prompt and complete 
publication of all his excavations. In four privately printed 
sumptuous volumes produced between 1887 and 1898, under the 
title of Excavations in Cranbornc Chase , he set 3nd achieved the 
highest standard of archaeological publication.* From his 
publications, and the models in the Farnham Museum, it is 
possible at the present day to re-create every stage of his ex¬ 
cavations. In every way his work was of the highest standard; in 
fifteen years he transformed excavation from the pleasant hobby 
of barrow digging to an arduous scientific pursuit. He was at the 
time far in advance of his contemporaries; indeed Collingwood 
has suggested that in many ways he was in advance of modern 
archaeological technique, and many a modern excavator must 
envy his resources and the way in which he was able to carry out 
his excavations with the precision, thoroughness and discipline of 
a military operation. 

Pitt-Rivers has been claimed as the father of scientific 

1 Excavations in Cranbome Chase, iv (1898), 27. 

1 Volume i (1887), ii (1888), iii (1892), iv (1898), and an Index by St George 
Gray (i9<>S)« 
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excavation. lie himself said in 1875 l ^ at "science is organised 
common sense”, but his excavations were not only organised 
common sense—they had, too, an element of genius, and it is 
this that makes him stand out in nineteenth-century English 
archaeology. We must not consider Pitt-Rivers’s techniques of 
excavation in isolation — as something completely new that 
developed suddenly between 1880 and 1900. His is the develop¬ 
ment of the techniques at which Cunnington and Colt Hoare were 
aiming at the beginning of the century, and Canon Grcemvell is 
the link between the early nineteenth-century antiquaries and 
Pitt-Rivcrs. 1 To this tradition Pitt-Rivcrs brought his own flair 
for efficiency and administration and his own particular genius. 

Pitt-Rivcrs was regarded at the time by many as an eccentric 
and his standards of excavation and publication impracticable 
and even undesirable. He was, in many ways, eccentric, with 
his Gypsy School, and his Larmcr Tree grounds, where Hamas 
and yaks roamed wild, and public concerts were given free on 
Sundays. But all this was a part of a deliberate policy to interest 
the ordinary person in prehistory nnd ethnography. He wanted 
to give prehistory a place in the general framework of everyday 
education. He built a museum at Farnham, which contained 
the finds from his Cranbomc Chase digs as well as the models of 
the excavations, a second collection of ethnographical objects 
which he began assembling as soon as his first collection was set 
up at Oxford, and the nucleus of a folk museum. He sensed the 
gradual shift of power to the educated masses and insisted they 
must be educated aright. “What they lack is history,” he said. 
“They must learn the links between the past and present.” 

6. Petrie 

Petrie, although his name will always primarily be associated 
with excavations in Egypt and Palestine, began as a British 
archaeologist, visiting and surveying prehistoric monuments in 
southern Britain. A work on Stonehenge published in 1880 is 
among his earliest publications. When he transferred hisattention 
to Egypt in 1881 and the following years he took with him a 
thorough training as a surveyor, a9 well as the strongest beliefs in 

1 Randall (History in the Open Air, 11) rightly emphasises the part played 
by Cunnington and Grccnwell in the building up of the tradition of English 
field archaeology. • 
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archaeological excavation as a painstaking and laborious research 
not to be undertaken lightly or hurriedly. In his autobiography 
he claims that when lie was eight he was horrified at the description 
of how a Roman villa had been unearthed in the Isle of Wight: 
“I was horrified”, he wrote, “at hearing of the rough shovelling 
out of the contents and protested that the earth ought to be pared 
away inch by inch to see all that was in it, and how it lay." 1 
However true it be that, even as a child, he was, as he claimed, 
“in archaeology by nature”, it is certainly true that he was 
one of the main founders of archaeological method as we now 
understand and practise it. 

When he first went to Egypt, Petrie was full of criticism for 
Mariettc, whom he describes as having “most rascally blasted to 
pieces all the fallen parts of the granite temple by a large gang of 
soldiers ”, 39 only visiting his excavations once in a few weeks, and 
being completely hoodwinked by his reises , or overseers, who 
salted his sites with tmtikas bought in Cairo to keep up his interest 
in the sites 1 a 

Petrie at first had little assistance from anyone. His techniques 
were self-devised. He complained that he got no training or 
criticism from the Egypt Exploration Fund and wrote in 1885 
that his svork was “in fact a case of breaking new ground in 
archaeology His method was based on the following principles: 
First, care for the monuments being excavated, and respect for 
future visitors nnd excavators; Second, meticulous care in ex- 
cavaUon and the collecting and description of everything found; 
Third, the accurate planning of all monuments and excavations; 
Fourth, the full publication of all excavations as soon as possible. 
These were principles that Petrie was formulating consciously as 
the basis of his method in 1889. They were an enormous advance 
on anything that had existed before in Egypt. It was only after 
these principles had been carried out, argued Petrie, that the 
archaeologist could begin to write history; then he would see 
the importance “of everything found” and in setting out his 
story would use “all materials of inscriptions, objects, positions 
and probabilities 

Furtwangler had appreciated the value of painted and decorated 
pottery as an archaeological chronometer. It was Petrie who first 
showed how unpainted pottery could be used in the same way, 

1 Seventy Years in Archaeology, 8. 1 See aUo p. i6» supra, 
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if studied in detail. He had begun to appreciate this fact in the 
eighties when working at Naucratis, but it was his excavation of 
a Palestinian tell, Tell el-Hesi, in 1890, that drove home the lesson 
to him. Here he had to deal with sixty feet of occupation debris. 
The debris was clearly divided into occupation levels each 
characterised by pottery types, although, as Petrie also realised, 
the pottery types and the levels did not coincide exactly. Petrie 
was able to synchronise some of the Tell el-Hesi levels with 
Egyptian dynasties and so build up an absolute chronology of the 
whole sixty feet of occupation. Here was a model of the study of 
a stratified occupation site—a model far in advance of the work at 
Troy. 

In addition to the definition of general method, Petrie made 
three specific contributions to the development of prehistoric 
archaeology. The first, the extension of comparative archaeology 
by cross-dating Egyptian and Greek remains, wc have already 
discussed. The second was the scientific study of the materials 
used by prehistoric and protohistoric man. The archaeologist, 
he declared, must study “all details of material, colour, fabric 
and mechanical questions of tools”. He laid down the basi$ of 
artefact analysis in archaeology, a method which has yielded such 
interesting results in the twentieth century. In the third place, 
Petrie invented the idea of sequence-dating. Ilis work at Naqada, 
Balias, Diospolis Parva and elsewhere forced him to study material 
that dated before the 1 st dynasty. How was this to be given an 
absolute chronology ? It would have been possible to give guesses 
in years assisted by dead reckoning from the thickness of deposits. 
In Europe prehistoric material had been arranged in typological 
sequences, and had been classified according to its place in the 
subdivisions of the three-age system. Petrie had little respect for 
the system of prehistory built up by subdivisions of the thrcc-agc 
system with its illusory appearance of exact chronology. “ Such a 
piecemeal plan is well enough for a beginning,” he wrote in 1904, 
“but it is not capable of exact definition: it is cumbersome, and 
it does not express the relation of one period to another.” 1 He 
therefore devised a system of sequence dates which he applied to 
the typological sequence of prehistoric pottery worked out at 
Diospolis Parva. He started his sequence with S.D. 30, supposing 
very rightly that he had not as yet discovered the earliest prehistoric 

' Methodfand Aims in Archaeology, 127. 
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material in Egypt, and carried on to dynastic times at S.D. 80. 
For each of the fifty numbers in his series he used the contents 
of twenty graves. 

This system of sequence-dating was first set out in Diospolis 
Parva and in Methods and Aims in Archaeology. Petrie regarded 
it as one of his main contributions to prehistory and wrote of it: 
“This system enables us to deal with material which is entirely 
undated otherwise; and the larger the quantity of it the more 
accurate arc the results. There is no reason now why prehistoric 
ages, from which there arc groups of remains, should not be dealt 
with as surely and clearly as the historic ages with recorded dates.” 1 
This was too optimistic a hope. Actually Petrie’s system has not 
been adopted widely outside Egypt, and for a very good reason. 
Although it appeared to be something very new, it was merely 
a restatement of a typological method of dating in a new guise. 
But it was objective in the sense that, although it, too, was not in 
terms of absolute chronology, it did set out a relative chronological 
sequence in terms of numbers and not in terms of ambiguous 
phrases like “Early Bronze Age” or “Mycenaean”. It was a 
system that answered no questions of absolute chronology, but it 
begged no questions, which is after all the first requirement of an 
objective chronology. 


It is difficult to overestimate the contribution made to archae¬ 
ological method in the last quarter of the nineteenth century by 
Schliemann, Pitt-Rivcrs and Petrie. It would be no exaggeration 
to say that, with the experience of the Danes and the Swiss behind 
them, they forged the essential technique of archaeology. The re¬ 
markable thing is that these giants were not really contemporaries, 
Both Schliemann and Pitt-Rivcrs were nineteenth-century figures, 
but Petrie was only forty-seven years old when Pitt-Rivers died, 
and lived to complete over seventy years of archaeological work, 
and to be the mentor and inspiration of many archaeologists who 
are still young to-day. It is, then, interesting to recollect now 
that Pitt-Rivers visited Petrie’s excavations in Egypt, and so did 
Schliemann. Schliemann came in 1888 with Virchow, and 
Petrie described him as “dogmatic, but always ready for facts”. 

* Methods and Aim in Archaeology, 129. 
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7. Prehistoric Archaeology in 1900 

The changes in prehistoric archaeology between 1870 and 1900 
had been very many. They had been due to the discoveries 
described in the previous chapter, and to the changes in technique 
which have been discussed in the present chapter. The result 
was that by the end of the century prehistoric archaeology was in 
a more assured position. But recognition was still slow, and the 
appreciation of the existence of ancient civilisations was gradual. 
Petrie has recorded n meeting of the Board of Studies in History 
of the University of London in 1901 when the teaching of the 
history of art was discussed: “The scope of ideas on the Board 
may be seen by the proposal that the history should begin at 
a.d. 1500. I remarked that we had done nothing hut copy since 
then: dead silence. Then someone proposed 1400." 1 In the 
early eighties there were rumours and discussions about the 
establishment of a Professorship of Archaeology in Oxford; 
Sir Arthur Evans was being advised to stand until he learnt that it 
was to be confined to classical archaeology. In a letter to Freeman 
in 1883 he said “to confine a Professorship of Archaeology to 
classical times seems to me as reasonable as to create a chair of 
* Insular Geography’ or ‘Mesozoic Geology ’ 

But although recognition in universities was slow, the subject 
was by now thoroughly established, and a broad picture of man’s 
prehistory was available to be repeated in textbooks and encyclo¬ 
paedia articles. This picture was well summarised by Arthur 
Evans in his inaugural lecture at the Ashmolean in 1884. Pre¬ 
historic archaeology, he declared, in words often to be borrowed, 
“has drawn aside the curtain and revealed the dawn. It has 
dispelled, like the unsubstantial phantoms of a dream, those pre¬ 
conceived notions as to the origin of human arts and institutions 
at which Epicurus and Lucretius already laughed, before the days 
of biblical chronology. It has taught us that, at a time when 
Britain formed still a part of the continent of Europe with an 
arctic climate and another fauna . . . Man was already in exis¬ 
tence here, fashioning his flint weapons to aid him in his struggle 
against the sabre-toothed tiger, or the woolly-haired Rhinoceros. 
It has tracked him onwards to his cavern homes, and dragged into 
the light his bone harpoons, and the flint scrapers wherewith he 

1 Seventy Years in Archaeology, 179. 

* Quotedxn Joan Evans, Time and Chance. 
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cleaned the shaggy hides that served for his apparel; it has 
unearthed in the grottoes of the Dordogne the earliest known 
relies of other than the purest utilitarian art; it has followed him 
through the later periods of the Age of Stone in Europe, whetting 
and polishing his tomahawks, or delicately flaking out his arrow¬ 
heads and lanccheads. It lias dived to the lake bottoms, and 
reconstructed his pile dwellings; it has fished out the very clothes 
he wore, the spindle whorls that spun their threads, the cereals 
that he had learnt to cultivate—nay the very cakes he ate, and the 
caraway and poppy seeds wherewith he flavoured them. It has 
shown us the beginnings of metallurgy characterised in this 
quarter of the globe by the use of implements of Bronze; and by 
the discovery of great prehistoric cemeteries like that of Mallstatt, in 
Upper Austria, it lias revealed to us that at the close of this first 
Age of Metal, ancient lines of commerce were already bringing 
the Mediterranean shores into direct connexion with the Baltic 
lands of fur and amber.” 1 

This passage lias been quoted in extenso because it represents 
so well the picture of prehistoric Europe current in the late 
nineteenth century. Underlying it is no clear statement as to 
whether the cultural changes described in Europe were the result 
of spontaneous development in Europe or of ” influence " from 
outside Europe. The absence of this clear statement is in its 
way characteristic, because in the late nineteenth century many 
prehistorians were content to describe the archaeological record 
in their own area without following out the implications of their 
interpretations. This is not to say that prehistory was not 
already being interpreted in terms either of independent invention 
or diffusion; it was, and indeed had been since the days of Worsaac 
and Nilsson. But the disputes in prehistory were not yet 
consciously in terms of independent invention or diffusion. It 
would take the development of ethnological theory, and particularly 
the hyperdiffusionist excesses of Elliot Smith and his followers, 
to do this. Meanwhile, the issues were disputed on specific 
grounds, and often enough, as in the typical passage quoted from 
Evans’s inaugural lecture at the Ashmolean, were not regarded as of 
vital importance. The late nineteenth-century archaeologists were 
so excited by the discoveries? they were making about man’s early 
past that they spent little time in explaining their interrelations. 

1 Quoted in Joan Evans, Time ur.d Chance, 270-271. 
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The discoveries in the Aegean brought into being a local 
controversy regarding the origin of the prehistoric cultures in 
terms of independent invention and discovery. To some the 
Mycenaean civilisation was the work of Aryan invaders from the 
north: Schuchhardt, Furtwiingler and Leaf identified these with 
the Achaeans and thought they developed their splendid civil¬ 
isation on the Greek mainland. Leaf's Companion to the Iliad 
(189a) is typical of this viewpoint. To others the Mycenaean 
civilisation was the work of invaders from outside Greece—the 
Phoenicians according to Meyer and Busolt, the Carians according 
to KOhlcr. 

Rcinach, Sergi, Evans and Montclius saw the disputes about 
the origin of the Mycenacans as part of a larger dispute about the 
origin of European prehistoric culture in general. Salomon 
Reinach attacked the theory of ex oriente lux in his Le Mirage 
Oriental (1893) and his paper on "Les Dresses nues” published 
in the Revue Archiologique for 1895, declaring that European 
prehistorians had for long overrated the “eastern" elements, 
whether they were labelled Phoenician, Semitic, Aryan, or Carian, 
and that the Mycenaean civilisation, like other European pre¬ 
historic civilisations, was native. Montelius was a strong exponent 
of ex oriente lux and in his Orient tend Europa (1899) argued 
forcibly for the derivation of all European culture from the 
ancient East. “At a time when the peoples of Europe were, so 
to speak, without any civilisation whatsoever,' 1 he wrote, “the 
Orient and particularly the Euphrates region and the Nile valley 
were already in enjoyment of a flourishing culture. The civil¬ 
isation which gradually dawned on our continent was for long 
only a pale reflection of Oriental culture." 

Arthur Evans and Myres saw that the theories of Reinach 
and Montelius were not mutually exclusive. In 1895 Sergi 
published his La Stirpe Mediterranean, it was translated into 
German two years later and published in England in 1901. 
Sergi argued for a Mediterranean race with its centre in North 
Africa, which spread all over the Mediterranean region. Arthur 
Evans’s Eastern Question in Anthropology (1895) accepted this, 
and distinguished a great Anatolo-Danubian province within 
which Aegean civilisation was a local manifestation, owing some¬ 
thing both to the ancient Ea3t and to Europe. In his Prehistoric 
Man in the Eastern Mediterranean (1895) Sir John Myres developed 
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the same basic thesis. • In his own words, written much later: 
“To recognise adequately the eastern background of European 
origins is no Mirage Oriental. The ‘independent European 
element' is not extinguished by its own capacity for assimilation.” 1 
In the thirty years from 1840-70 archaeologists had been 
naturally imbued with the prevailing doctrines of evolution and 
progress. They saw in the prehistoric sequence both a mirror 
and a proof of evolutionary progress. Some, like Pcngclly, as 
wc have noted, had doubts about the universality of progress. 
These doubts were shared by other archaeologists in the last 
quarter of the nineteenth century, themselves affected by current 
doubts of progress. 

” Evolution ever climbing after some ideal good 
And Reversion ever dragging Evolution in the mud," 

wrote Tennyson in Locksley Hall Sixty Years After (1886). 
The late nineteenth - century archaeologist began to wonder 
whether, in presenting his picture of technological progress, 
he was making objective observations confirming the general 
Victorian belief in progress or whether he was merely projecting 
into prehistory his own belief in evolutionary progress. The 
question which the late nineteenth-century prehistorian began to 
face was this: Did archaeology really prove the cultural progress 
of man, or was it merely being used to demonstrate that cultural 
progress ? 

The archaeological reason which impelled prehistorians and 
others to reconsider their views of history as a single progressive 
development was the discovery of civilisations which had perished. 
Work in Egypt and Mesopotamia was revealing the extent of the 
ancient civilisations there and giving suggestions of a civilisation 
—that of the Sumerians—even earlier than the Babylonians of 
history; Schliemann had revealed behind classical Greece the 
barbaric splendours of Mycenaean civilisation and of Troy II. 
Petrie had revealed the predynastic civilisation behind dynastic* 
Egypt. Perhaps the most startling archaeological discoveries 
were those of Upper Palaeolithic Cave Art. At first this art was 
disregarded, but as soon as its authenticity and age were accepted 

» The Cretan Labyrinth, 284. “ Ex Orient* Lux M became the motto of a 
group of German archaeologist* at the end of the nineteenth century. It waft 
the title of u aeries edited by Hugo Wincklcr, published at Leipzig, and ii the 
text of Pick's Vorgrieciiische Ortsnamen {1905). n 
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it raised a great problem with regard to human history. Mere was 
a remarkably naturalistic and competent art which flourished in 
south France and north Spain at least ten and probably twenty 
thousand years ago—and which came to an end. The Upper 
Palaeolithic artists had no successors and their artistic impetus 
died out. This was surely a tremendous example of retrogres¬ 
sion or degeneration even more dramatic than the decay of the 
Egyptian, Mesopotamian and Aegean civilisations, or the decay 
of British civilisation in post-Roman times which I’engelly had 
noted. Even Pitt Rivers, for so long a staunch supporter of 
evolutionary progress, began to have doubts whether progressive 
evolution was the fact that emerged out of the archaeologists' 
study of man's earliest past. We have already quoted him as 
saying “that the fundamental rule of the game is sequence*’. 
Sequence wa9 very different from evolution. Evolution meant 
progress—gradual but persistent improvement, a change always 
in the complexity of technical equipment and the mastery of 
man over the environment. Sequence meant developments that 
might retrogress as well as progress. This was the essential 
difference between late and early Victorian thought in so far as it 
related to early man. We see the same change in Victorian 
anthropologists. At first they were dominated by evolution, but 
later they began to admit doubts as to its universality as an 
explanation of culture. In his Primitive Culture (1871) Sir E. B. 
Tylor described his aim as "to sketch a theoretical course of 
civilisation among mankind” which he calls "a progression- 
theory of civilisation”, but he also admitted that "culture gained 
by progression may be lost by degradation”. 

The last quarter of the nineteenth century saw the prehistoric 
archaeologists entertaining not only doubts as to the story told by 
prehistory, but also as to whether archaeology was the only source 
for information of man’s earliest past. The claims of the physical 
anthropologist, the philologist and linguistic palaeontologist, and 
the student of survivals had been made earlier in the century, but 
were being given a most serious hearing in the last few decades. 
Classifications of races had been formulated since the pioneer 
work of Linnaeus and Blumenbach. The second half of the 
nineteenth century saw new classifications by de Quatrefages, 
Broca, Virchow, Sergi, Ripley and Deniker. Ripley’s The 
Ibices of Europe: A Sociological Study, and Deniker’s The Races 
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of Man : an Outline of Anthropology and Ethnography were both 
published in 1900, and arc good examples of the way in which 
classifications and deductions valid in physical anthropology were 
being used as sources in prehistoric archaeology. We have 
already mentioned *how Evans and Myres used Sergi's Mediter¬ 
ranean race in formulating their theories of prehistoric origins in 
the Mediterranean. Dr John Beddoe's pipneer studies in British 
anthropology had involved equations between prehistory and 
physical anthropology. In his excavations in Wiltshire Dr John 
Thurnam had been impressed by the seeming co-ordination 
between long barrows and long skulls, and round barrows with 
round skulls. He published diese conclusions in papers in 
Archaeologia and the Memoirs of the Anthropological Society 
between i860 and 1870, concerning what he termed "the two 
principal forms of ancient British and Gaulish skulls”. His 
ideas were set out more fully in the great work Crania Britannica 
produced jointly by Davis and Thurnam in 1865. 

The comparative study of languages a3 a key to the early 
human past goes back to the now famous Presidential Address 
delivered by Sir William Jones to the Asiatic Society of Bengal 
in 1788, in which he pointed out similarities between Sanskrit, 
Greek, Latin, Celtic and German languages and suggested they 
all were to be derived from a common mother tongue. Bopp con¬ 
firmed this suggestion in his Vergleichende Grammatik (x833—35) 
using the term Indo-Germanic for the whole group of languages, a 
term first suggested by Klaproth in 1823. Max Muller suggested 
the term Aryan as an alternative and this superseded Indo- 
Germanic as the label for this group of languages. In 1847 Baron 
Bunsen read a paper to the British Association in which he 
attempted a classification of mankind as a whole on the basis of 
language. "At that date”, writes Haddon, "it was taken for 
granted that the study of comparative philology would be in 
future the only safe foundation for the study of anthropology.” 1 
It was also put forward as a safe foundation for the study of 
prehistory, and a whole edifice of supposed fact about prehistoric 
man was created on linguistic deduction. The prehistory of 
Europp was seen in terms of the movements of Finno-lJgrians 
and Aryans. A typical summary of this linguistic prehistory is to 
be found in Isaac Taylor’s The Origin of the Aryans: An Account 

1 History nj Anthropology,^. 
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of the Prehistoric Ethnology and Civilisation of Europe (1890) and 
Huxley’s essay on The Aryan Question and Prehistoric Man , first 
published in the same year. 

Equations were made not only between race and prehistory, 
and between language and prehistory, but also between race and 
language. The Aryans became Nordics not only in the minds 
of ‘'blond-beast" theorists like Boulainvillicre and Gobincau but 
to serious scholars. Many deplored this confusion. Max 
Milllcr wrote: “To me an ethnologist who speaks of Aryan race, 
Aryan blood, Aryan eyes and hair is as great a Rinncr as a linguist 
who speaks of a dolichocephalic dictionary or a br.ichycepbnlic 
grammar.” 1 There were plenty of sinners among anthropologists 
and archaeologists at the end of the nineteenth century. Max 
MilUcr might write firmly that “there ought to be no compromise 
between ethnological and phonological science” 11 ; but it was 
very characteristic of the writings of the turn of the century to 
attempt a compromise between the data derived from language, 
physical anthropology and archaeology, and to deny the primacy of 
archaeology as a source for prehistory. 

In the works of the great Welsh scholar, Sir John Rhys, wc 
have an excellent example of the attempt to unravel the early 
history and prehistory of a country by means other than archaeo¬ 
logical ones. Rhea's Celtic Britain was first published in 1882; 
The Welsh People , which he wrote with D. Brynmor Jones, 
in 1900. Both works had a most considerable influence in and 
outside Wales; they entirely neglected archaeological sources, 
and set out an interpretation of the prehistory of Wales entirely 
in terms of three “ peoples ” distinguished on linguistic and literary 
grounds, the Iberians, the Goidels and the Brythons. 0 

The idea of studying survivals in modern culture from ancient 
civilisations and from man’s barbaric prehistoric past was first 
put forward by Tylor in his Primitive Culture in 1871. In 
studying survivals we must distinguish two kinds—the fossils and 
the functioning survivals. The study of “folklore” as the study 
of survivals was initiated by W. J. Thoms, who invented the 

1 Biographies of Words and the Homes of the Aryans (1888), lao. 

a Report of the British Association (1891), 787. 

* In Sir John Edward Lloyd’s History of Wales (1910) we see the first 
recognition of archaeological sources. Lloyd tries to msrry the archaeological 
and non-archacological sources, and equate the three ages of the archaeologists 
with the peoples of Rhps ai?d Brynmor Jones. 
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word in 1846, and whose articles in the Athenaeum and Notes and 
Queries have already been referred to. The great exponent of 
survivals in folklore as a source of information about the past was 
Sir G. Laurence Gomme, whose Folklore as an Historical Science 
was published in 1908. Otis T. Mason in his The Origins of 
Invention (1895) and Woman's Share in Primitive Culture (1895) 
studied survivals in material culture. Field systems, villages, 
tribal organisations and primitive law as they exist at present, or 
existed in the historic past, were also studied as survivals from 
prehistoric times and as sources of light on man’s prehistoric 
past. Sir Henry Maine’s Ancient Law (1861) and his Village 
Communities in the East and West (1872), Fustcl de Coulanges’s 
La Citi antique (1872) and The Origin of Property in Land (1891), 
de Lavcleyc’s Primitive Property (1874), Gomme's The Village 
Community (1890), Secbohm's The English Village Community 
(1883), Tribal Custom in Anglo-Saxon Law (1902) and The Tribal 
System in Wales (1904) arc good examples of this approach, also 
evident in the writings of Maitland, Vinogradoff and Arbois de 
Jubainville. 1 The subtitle of Maine’s Ancient Law is significant: 
it is “its connection with the early history of society and its 
relation to modern ideas 

This is whnt so many were hoping to get at the end of the 
nineteenth century—the early history of society. Archaeology 
provided the technological development of man, but historians 
of man ns a whole wanted more than this; they wanted the story 
of the development of man’s society, and his mental and moral 
ideas, as well as the talc of the development of his tools. This is 
why they turned so avidly to the conclusions of physical anthro¬ 
pology, linguistics and survivals, and why they sought an answer 
in the study of modern primitive peoples. The early Danish 
archaeologists, such as Worsaae and Nilsson, had stressed the 
value of comparative ethnography to the archaeologists, and this 
cannot be disputed—the archaeologist cannot understand the 
uses of artefacts except by reference to modern primitive usages. 
It is of course possible to point to similarities in form and function 
between prehistoric and modern artefacts. Intoxicated by these 
appropriate material parallels, and thwarted by their inability to 
speak of prehistoric man’s social and spiritual culture from the 

1 For an admirable critique of these atudica ace Peake, Tin Study of 
Prehistoric Times, lo-xx. * 
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archaeological record, some archaeologists and anthropologists fell 
into what may be termed the comparative ethnographic fallacy, 
namely the belief that identity between the material culture of 
prehistoric people and that of modern primitives implies an 
identity of social and spiritual culture. The acceptance of this 
fallacious equation is implicit in the writings of Lubbock. Some 
went even Jfcirther, and accepted as facts the evolutionary sequences 
of social and spiritual culture which ethnologists had produced, 
and treated them as objective facts with which the facts of 
archaeology must be equated. 

The nineteenth century was full of classifications of man's 
past based on the supposed sequence of economics. Coleridge 
had declared that “the progress from savagery to civilisation 
is evidently first from the hunting to the pastoral stage” ( l and, as 
we have seen, Sven Nilsson distinguished four stages in the human 
past, the savage state, when man was a hunter, fisher and collector, 
secondly the herdsman or nomad stage, thirdly the agricultural 
stage, and fourthly civilisation, which he defined in terms of 
coined money, writing and a well-organised state of society, with 
labour divided among different professions. These four stages 
of the evolution of society were first published in Sweden in 1838, 
and became widely known in England after 1867, when Lubbock 
translated them and edited them in The Primitive Inhabitants of 
Scandinavia. 

Sir Edward Tylor recognised the Danish system of the three 
' ages, and agreed that the Stone Age was the beginning of man’s 
prehistoric development, but proposed to distinguish in the human 
past three different stages of Savagery, Barbarism and Civilisation. 
In his Anthropology: An Introduction to the Study of Man and 
Civilisation^ first published in r88i, Tylor defines barbarism as 
beginning with agriculture, and civilisation with writing. These 
terms were more exactly defined by Lewis H. Morgan, the American 
anthropologist, in his Ancient Society: or , Researches in the Lines 
of Human Progress from Savagery through Barbarism to Civilisation 
(1877). Morgan thought the system of the three ages “ extremely 
useful for certain purposes, and will remain so for the classification 
of objects of ancient art”, but he thought that methods of sub¬ 
sistence provided better lines of division: “the great epochs of 
human progress have been identified more or less directly”, he 
* Lit. Hem., ii, 337 (1836). 
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wrote, "with the enlargement of the sources of subsistence”. He 
proposed to distinguish seven ethnic periods, as he called them, 
as follows: 

r. Lower Savagery, from the emergence of man to the dis¬ 
covery of fire. 

2. Middle Savagery, from the discovery of fire to the dis¬ 

covery of the bow and arrow. 

3. Upper Savngcry, from the discovery of the bow and arrow’ 

to the discovery of pottery. 

4. Lower Barbarism. This stage began with the discovery of 

pottery which, to Morgan, was the line between Savagery 
and Barbarism, and ended with the domestication of 
animals. 1 

5. Middle Barbarism, From the domestication of animals to 

the smelting of iron ore. 1 

6. Upper Barbnrism, from the discovery of iron to the invention 

of a phonetic alphabet. 

7. Civilisation, from writing and the alphabet onwards. 

Morgan distinguished the Ancient Civilisations of 
Egypt, south-west Asia, and classical lands, and the 
Modern Civilisation of which he himself was a product. 

Morgan envisaged these seven ethnic periods as providing a 
progressive sequence of man’s cultural evolution, and he thought 
that this sequence developed naturally in different regions. All 
showed, he believed, "the unity of the origin of mankind, the 
similarity of human wants in the same stage of advancement, and 
the uniformity of the operations of the human mind in similar 
conditions of society”. "Mankind”, he declared, "commenced 
their career at the bottom of the scale and worked their way up 
from savagery to civilisation through the slow accumulations of 
experimental knowledge." While Morgan believed in the 
natural nature of progress, he realised the seven ethnic periods 
were homotaxial and not contemporary all over the world. 
"The condition ”, he wrote, "is the material fact, the time being 
immaterial." 

We are not concerned here with a critique of Morgan but with 

* Thuc distinctions relate to the Old World. Morgan hud slightly different 
criteria for his periods in the Americas. 
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realising the nature of his classification. It was based primarily 
not on archaeological evidence but on the comparative study of 
modern primitive peoples, the arrangement of these existing 
economies and societies into an evolutionary sequence, and the 
projection of this hypothetical sequence into the prehistoric 
past. Morgan’s scheme was not securely anchored to the 
analysis of artefacts and ancient remains. Nevertheless it fitted 
in tolerably well with the archaeological record, and achieved 
popularity because it was used by Engels in his Origin of the 
Family (1884), where he declared: "Morgan is the first man who 
with expert knowledge has attempted to introduce a definite order 
into human prehistory." This claim of Engels cannot for a 
moment be sustained, but it is interesting because Morgan’s 
method had, by the use of his projection of hypothecated periods, 
appeared to surmount the apparent limitations of archaeology— 
that it could speak only of man's material culture in the early 
human past. 

This seems one of the main reasons why in the latter part of 
the nineteenth century scholar were turning to sources like 
physical anthropology, linguistic palaeontology, the study of 
survivals and comparative ethnology as prime sources for the early 
human past. They were disappointed that arcliacology did not 
provide them at once with the early history of all aspects of 
society. A second reason was that prehistoric archaeology was 
still young and had not yet established its paramountcy among 
other sources for information about the prehistoric past. 

But if they were sensing its limitations, and searching the • 
possibilities of other sources, the late Victorians had few doubts 
as to the nature of archaeology. It was science, one of the newest 
of the new sciences which were, they thought, the peculiar 
triumph of Victorian knowledge. Boyd Dawkins declared 
triumphantly in 1874 that “Archaeology, by the use of strictly 
inductive methods, has grown from a mere antiquarian speculation 
into a science”,* and Joseph Anderson defined archaeology at 
the turn of the century as "the science which deduces a knowledge 
of past times from the study of existing remains”.* Charles 
Boutell in his Manual of British Archaeology had declared 


1 Cave Hunting, viii. 

* The first words of Petrie’s Methods mid Aims were: "Archaeology is the 
latest bom of the sciences.”. 
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archaeology to be history, and Tylor spoke of prehistory and 
history taking their proper place in the general scheme of 
knowledge. But to Joseph Anderson the story that the 
archaeological record revealed “is not history. Plistory deals 
with events and incidents as manifestations of human motive and 
action; archaeology deals with types and systems as expressions 
of human culture and civilisation”, 1 and the views of Anderson 
and Boyd Dawkins were most representative of late Victorian 
thought. 

The late nineteenth century did not effect a synthesis of the 
facts of prehistoric archaeology with history itself. The late 
Victorians still talked of archaeology and history. They had 
created archaeology—out of history, out of antiquarian studies, 
and out of geology, but it was this last element that remained the 
strongest. The historical component was largely forgotten, and 
we should remember that in any case these were the days when 
history itself was being claimed as a science. There yawned at 
the end of the nineteenth century a gulf between the archaeolo¬ 
gists who looked to geology and natural science, and thought 
themselves scientists, and those who looked to history and art, and 
thought themselves students of the humanities. It is this gulf 
which, as Taylor has recently insisted, 1 caused prehistoric 
archaeology, and the archaeology of the “classical" and other 
protohistoric civilisations, to develop separately. 3 

There was much excuse for this state of affairs. The methods 
of archaeology—excavation, museum analysis, field work—seemed 
to take it away from the humanities. Then so many of the great 
nineteenth-century archaeologists were in the first instance 
geologists and natural scientists. It is, then, quite understandable 
that, although in its origins archaeology had owed most to 
historians and antiquarians, throughout the nineteenth century 
it became more and more allied with science. It was left to the 
early twentieth century to right this balance, to effect a synthesis of 
prehistory and written history, to create what Elliot Smith called 
“human history”—the full story of man, the cultured animal. 

1 Chambers’s Encyclopadia (1922), x.t-. Archaeology. 

* W. W. Taylor, A Study (if Archaeology. 

■ It is the gulf which still yawns in the prehistoric scholarship of many 
countries—France, for example. 
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CHAPTER SIX 


THE DISCOVERY OK THE NEAR-EASTERN CIVILISATIONS: 

I9OO-5O 

i. Crete and the Aegean 

T HE great discoveries of Schlicmann und his successors in 
the last thirty years of the nineteenth century had brought 
to light a great civilisation, the Mycenaean, hut had also 
posed a great problem: what was the origin of the Mycenaean 
civilisation? Was it indigenous to Greece, or was it brought 
into Greece from outside, and if so, from where? Was it Asia 
Minor?—or was it Crete? Schlicmann, pursuing the study of 
legends which led him to Troy, noted that ICnossos in Crete was 
the home of the Minotaur, of King Minos and the Labyrinth. In 
1878 a Greek of Candia called Minos Kalokairinos had found at 
Kephala, the site of Knossos, pottery comparable with some of 
the best wares from Mycenae. In 1880 an American journalist, 
Stillman, excited and inspired by the discoveries of Schlicmann, 
got a permit to dig in Crete. In 1883 the German scholar 
Milchhbfer noted that there were to be found in Crete peculiar 
types of carved seal-stones bearing symbols resembling a kind of 
primitive writing. Milchhtifer affirmed, as had his countryman 
Hoeck many years before, that Crete would prove to be one of the 
oldest homes of Greek civilisation and art. Milchhfifcr’s views, 
set out in his Anfdnge der Kunst in Griechenland (1883), seem to 
have inspired both Arthur Evans and Halbhcrr. 

The same year in which Milchhbfer wrote his book Schlicmann 
applied for and obtained permission from the Governor of Crete 
to dig at Kephala. At first he could not find time to take up his 
permit, but later he was unprepared to pay the large sums demanded 
by the owner of the site for permission to excavate, and was still 
negotiating with him at the time of his death in 1890. For a 
while excavation in Crete was out of the question because of the 
disturbed political condition of the country, but in 1891 Orsi dug 
a cupola-tomb on thq, Mcsara plain. Meanwhile Sir Arthur 
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Evans was elaborating Milchhofcr's ideas and in 1894 published 
his Cretan Pictographs. In 1896, in the Presidential Address to 
the Anthropological Section of the British Association at Liverpool, 
he referred to his ideas of the Cretan origin of Mycenaean civil¬ 
isation, and his hopes of Cretan independence, in these words: 
“To Crete the earliest Greek tradition looks back as the home of 
divinely inspired legislation and the first centre of maritime 
dominion. Inhabited since the days of the first Greek settlement 
by the same race, speaking the same language, and moved by the 
same independent impulses, Crete stands forth again to-day as 
the champion of the European spirit against the yoke of Asia.” 
In 1898 Crete declared herself independent of Turkey, and the 
following year Sir Arthur Evans began excavations at ICcphala. 

The excavations were immediately successful; in nine weeks 
of digging more than two acres of a vast prehistoric building had 
been uncovered, which Evans identified as the palace of Minos. 
Evans continued these excavations year after year for over a 
quarter of a century, but the pattern of the story he had found was 
established early in his work. Ilis work revealed a completely 
new civilisation hitherto entirely unknown. It was moreover a 
civilisation which lay behind the Mycenaean, and which came to 
an end as the Mycenaean civilisation was beginning. It was 
unquestionably not only earlier than the Mycenaean civilisation 
but the parent of that civilisation. Evans discovered not only the 
palace of Minos but a smaller palace before that, and earlier pre- 
palatial phases of culture. Behind the Bronze Age civilisation of 
Crete he found an earlier Neolithic civilisation, which at Knossos 
itself formed a tell six and a half metres thick beneath the oldest 
levels of the Bronze Age civilisation. Evans’s discoveries not 
only revealed, as Hall has said, “a new Mycenae, and far more 
than a new Mycenae” *; they put the Mycenaean discoveries into 
an historical perspective which led back to the Neolithic levels of 
absolute prehistory. They constitute, as Casson has claimed, one 
of archaeology’s greatest achievements.* 

The great discoveries at Knossos were published first by Evans 
in an article in 1901 in the Motithly Review. They created an 
immediate sensation, but this time, unlike the discoveries of 
Schliemann, there were few doubters. Evans came to his 
discoveries after a lifetime of scholarship and archaeology. As 

' Aegean Archaeology, 30. -* The Discovery oj Man. 
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fresh discoveries appeared—the “Cup-bearer” fresco, the bull- 
leaping frescoes of boys and girls, the long lines of magazines with 
their pithoi, the walls covered with the double-axe emblem, the 
faience snake-goddesses—the public imagination was captured 
as it had not been since Schliemann sent his famous telegram to 
the King of the Hellenes telling him he had discovered the tomb 
of Agamemnon. But here in Crete it appeared that Evans had 
discovered King Minos, the Labyrinth and the Minotaur. An 
authoritative but popular account of the discoveries was provided 
in 1907 by R. M. Burrows's The Discoveries in Crete anti their 
bearing on the history of Ancient Civilisation , and in 1908 by Piro 
M. J. Lagrange’s La Crite ancienne (1908), while Duncan 
Mackenzie, Sir Arthur Evans’s second in command at ICnossos, 
produced Cretan Vase Painting in 1906 and Cretan Palaces in 
1904; and Angelo Mosso’s Dattm of Mediterranean Civilisation was 
published in 1910 and Dussaud's Les Civilisations Prihelleniques 
dans le bassin de la mer £gde in 1910-14. Sir Arthur Evans's 
own definitive publication of his work, The Palace of Minos at 
Knossos, was published in four volumes between 1921 and 1935. 

To the great Bronze Age civilisation which he discovered in 
Crete, Sir Arthur Evans gave the name Minoan, after the great 
traditional Cretan lawgiver and thalassocrat. He suggested this 
name in his address to the British Association at Cambridge in 
1904. In the following year he developed these ideas at the 
Prehcllcnic Section of the Archaeological Congress at Athena, 
dividing the Minoan civilisation into three main sections—Early, 
Middle and Late, each with three sub-periods. As Sir Arthur 
Evans pointed out himself, with justifiable warmth, the Comptes 
rendus of the AthcnB Congress published his scheme mutilated and 
with the order of the periods inverted; he therefore published in 
1906 a corrected version of his scheme in Essai de Classification 
des Epoqtus de la Civilisation Minoenne. Sir William Ridgeway 
protested against the use of the name Minoan, arguing that Minos 
was the destroyer rather than the creator of the Cretan Bronze 
Age; while Professor Reisch and Dr DOrpfcld argued that it was 
absurd to describe periods stretching over two and a half thousand 
years by the name of one historical or legendary character. Other 
names were suggested, such as Knossian, Cretan, or Aegean, but 
Evans’s system was adopted by other excavators in other sites in 
Crete and gradually won acceptance generally. 
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For the spectacular discoveries at Knossos soon gave rise to 
other excavations in Crete. An Italian mission under Halbherr 
excavated the palace at Phacstos and the great chamber-tomb of 
Magia Triada, which contained over 250 bodies; the Phaestos 
excavations have now been published in full by Pcrnier and others 
in II Palazzo Minoico di Festos (1935). The Germans did not 
follow up their successes in Greece by turning their attention to 
Crete. French archaeologists worked at Goulas. but with little 
success. The British School at Athens excavated, under Professor 
R. C. Bosanquet and R. M. Dawkins, Praises and Palaikastro. 
Americans under Miss Harriet Boyd (later Mrs Boyd-Hawes) and 
R. B. Scagcr excavated completely, in 1903, the little Bronze Age 
town of Gournia, and smaller settlements on the islands of Pseria 
and Mochlos, formerly part of the isthmus of Hierapetra. 1 Cretans 
themselves took a part in this great archaeological activity; Joseph 
Hatzidakis dug a Minoan palace at Tylissos, and Stephanos 
Xanthoudides dug chamber-tombs at Koumasa in the Mesara. 
Xanthoudidcs's results were made available to English readers in 
Droop’s translation, The Vaulted Tombs of the Mesara. All these 
developments of Cretan archaeology have been summarised by 
Finmen in his Die Kretisch-Mykenische Kultur (1921) and by 
J. D. S. Pcndlcbury in his Archaeology of Crete (1939)—and in 
Glotz's Aegean Civilisation. Later, French archaeologists success¬ 
fully excavated the palace at Mallia, published by Chapouthier 
in his Fouillcs cxSeuttfes d Mallia (1928) and by Chapouthier, 
Charbonneaux nnd others in Etudes Critoises (Mallia). 

From objects found at Knossos that were evidently imported 
from Egypt, checked by a few Minoan vases in Egyptian tombs 
and depicted on their walls, Sir Arthur Evans was able to syn¬ 
chronise most of his nine periods with corresponding Egyptian 
dynasties. At first Evans put forward a scheme of dates based on 
Brugsch’s Egyptian chronology, but later adopted Meyer’s scheme 
as modified by Breasted, and suggested 3400 to 2x00 for the Early 
Minoan period, 2100 to 1550 for the Middle Minoan period and 
1550 to 1100 for the Late Minoan period. Allowing three feet 
for every millennium before the beginning of the Early Minoan 
civilisation, Evans first thought that the Neolithic of Crete began 

* Hawed, William*, Scagcr nnd Hall, Gournia, Vatffiki, and other particular 
liter on the Isthmus of Hierapetra (Crete). Philadelphia: American Exploration 
Society, 1908. • 
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between 12,000 and io,ooo b.C. In the light of modem research 
on the Neolithic these dates seem very highly inflated, and indeed 
the date of the beginning of the Minoan civilisation itself should 
probably now be scaled down. The Minoan synchronisms before 
1700 arc very incomplete, and the revision of Egyptian and 
Mesopotamian chronologies, in any case, requires a shortening 
of the Minoan dates. After an examination of the Early Minoan 
material Reiancr would date the Early Minoan period from 2700 
to 2100, Pcndlcbury would scale the beginning of E.M.I down 
no further than 3100, while Hutchinson, in his Notes on Minoan 
Chronology, 1 argues for a date between Rcisncr and Pcndlcbury, 
i.e. between 3100 and 2700. There is general agreement that the 
Middle Minoan period commenced round about 2000 n.t\, and 
the Cretan Neolithic not much before 4000 B.c. 

Two attempts have been made to upset the ninefold division 
into periods set out by Evans. Franchct, in his introduction to 
Ilazzidakis’s Tylissos , Villas Minoennes , proposes a new system 
of Cretan chronology based on that of prehistoric provincial 
France. Abcrg in his Bronzezeitliche uml Friiheiscnzeitlichr 
Chronologic (1930-35) argues that there is little true stratification 
at Knossos and that the nine periods are based on a fallacious 
analysis of pottery types. He proposes a fresh analysis and 
divides ICnossos into three periods only: pre-Pnlatial (E.M.I to 
M.M.I/i), Kamarais (M.M.IA to M.M.IIIA prc-carthquokc) and 
Late Minoan. Abcrg’s criticisms arc analysed carefully by 
Pcndlcbury, in The Archaeology of Crete, who insists on the 
validity of Evans’s nine periods and reaffirms the stratigraphy of 
Knossos, while accepting the fact that the periods arc not absolute 
divisions of time applicable for the whole island. “Because 
L.M.Ia begins at Knossos at a particular date, that is not to say 
that provincial towns, such as those of Kastcllos above Tzcrmiadha 
in Lasithi, discarded all their M.M.IIIA vessels on the same day," 
writes Pcndlcbury. a In the archaeology of Crete, as elsewhere, 
wc must remember that "periods," based on stratigraphy or 
typology are only homotaxial stages, not absolutes in time. 

One of the main attractions of Cretan archaeology for Arthur 
Evans had been the writing. In 1909 he produced volume one 
of his Scripta Minoa , containing the hieroglyphics and the two 

1 Antiquity, 1948, 61 IT. 

* Tilt Archaeology of Crete, xxiv. 
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linear scripts resulting from a simplification of the Cretan pictorial 
writing. Evans, of course, hoped to produce another volume in 
which these scripts were deciphered, but neither he nor anyone 
else has yet succeeded in deciphering cither the Minoan script or 
the Cretan syllabary. We can only continue to hope for a bilingual 
inscription—perhaps a bill of lading in Egyptian and Minoan, as 
Pcndlebury has suggested. While a strong case has been made 
out for the po9t-Minoan Eteo-crctan language being Indo- 
European, it seems likely that the language of the Minoans was 
Anatulian, perhaps allied to Cilician or Carian or L-ykinn. The 
origin of the Minoan civilisation, while disputed, is perhaps more 
easily susceptible of archaeological solution. Evans stressed the 
Egyptian and Libyan affinities of the early Minoans, but it now 
seems more likely that the closest contacts of early Minoan culture 
were with Anatolia and north Syria. 

The excavations at Phylakopi on Melos (centre of the Stone 
Age obsidian trade) had taken place before Knossos, but were not 
published until 1904. 1 In 1907 Sir Arthur Evans analysed the 
Phylakopi material, as well as material found from tombs and 
settlements in the other Cycladic islands of Antiparos and Amorgos, 
Siphnos and Syros, and divided it into three periods, which he 
termed Early, Middle and Late Cycladic, and equated with his 
three main Minoan periods. 

2. Egypt 

Up to 1900 the British, at first through the Egypt Exploration 
Fund, and later through Petrie's Egyptian Research Account, and 
the French, through their Institut and as members of the Egyptian 
Antiquities Service, had a monopoly of archaeological work in 
Egypt From 1900 onwards the work of the British and French 
continued, but in addition there have been expeditions from 
America, Germany, Italy, Belgium and Poland, while the Depart¬ 
ment of Antiquities and the Cairo University have carried out on 
behalf of the Egyptian Government excavations financed and 
manned by Egyptians. Sir Flinders Petrie, the doyen of modern 
Egyptian archaeology, who had already by 1900 done more than 
an average man in a lifetime of Egyptian excavation—his Ten 
Years' Digging had been published in 1892—continued his work 

1 Excavation! at Phylakopi m Meiot, Society for Promotion of Hellenic 
Studies, Supplementary Volume IV, 1904. • 
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in Egypt for the first quarter of the twentieth century, until in 
1926, after forty years' excavation in Egypt, he transferred his 
attentions to Palestine. Among his historic discoveries in the 
twentieth century was the treasury of Lahun (1914). The 
cessation of excavation due to the 1914-18 War enabled Petrie to 
publish general works of synthesis which he had wanted to do for 
some while. His Arts and Crafts of Ancient Egypt (1909) had been 
published before the war; during the war years he produced hin 
Scarabs and Cylinders (1915), Tools and Weapons (1916), the 
Corpus of Prehistoric Pottery (19x8), and his Prehistoric Egypt 
illustrated by over 1000 Objects in University College , fMndon 
(1920). 

But the great discoveries of the twentieth century in Egyptian 
archaeology—Tell cI-Amarna, the tombs of Yuaa and Tuiu, the 
tomb of Tutankhamen, the Badarian and Tasian civilisations— 
fell to hands other than Petrie’s. Tell cl-Amarna had been 
visited by Wilkinson, and engravings of scenes from some of the 
tombs were made for the Denkmliler of Lepsius. Between 1883 
and 1893 Maspero and the French mission cleared the tombs of 
debris. It was in 1887 that a peasant woman digging for brick- 
dust manure found, in what is now known as the "Pluee of the 
Correspondence of Pharaoh”, the famous Amarna letters, tablets 
of baked clay written in cuneiform in the diplomatic Babylonian 
of the period. These tablets, at first neglected and then pro¬ 
claimed as forgeries, were eventually recognised as important, 
although by then half of them were lost. The tablets were fully 
published by Winckler and Knudtzon, and the site excavated, first 
by Bouriant, Barsanti and Grebaut, then by Petrie in 1891-92, 
and then from 1907 onwards by the Deutsche Oricnt-Gesellschaft. 
During the war the German concession lapsed and in 1921 the 
Egypt Exploration Society took over the work, which continued 
for many years, being directed successively by T. E. Peet, 
C. L. Woolley, F. G. Newton, Llewelyn Griffith, Frankfort and 
Pendlebury. These latest excavations, summarised briefly in 
Pendlebury’a Tell cl-Amarna , have produced a most detailed 
picture of life in the fourteenth century B.c. in this remarkable 
and short-lived city under *\khennten, in the years following the 
destruction of Knossos and the Minoan Empire. 

The work at Tell el-Amarna, and the excavation of Tut¬ 
ankhamen’s tomb in 1923 by Howard Carter, Mace and Lord 
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Carnarvon 1 belong properly to the story of protohistoric Egyptian 
archaeology, but they must be mentioned here because of the very 
great effect they had on the maintenance and stimulation of 
popular interest in archaeology. 

Meanwhile discoveries of far-reaching importance were 
being made regarding the beginnings of Egyptian civilisation. 
In Lower Egypt the settlement of Merimde-Bcni-Salame was 
excavated by Junker, Menghin and Scharff and claimed by them as 
Neolithic, and the prehistoric cultures of the Fayum depression 
were studied by Miss Caton-Thompson and Miss E. W. Gardner 
during the years 1924-28. On physiographical and typological 
grounds two cultures were distinguished in the Fayum : Fayum A, 
associated with the 10 metre lake of the Fayum and characterised 
by flaked and polished axes and adzes, sickles and crude pottery, 
and Fayum B, associated with the 4-2 metre lake, a much poorer 
industry and containing no pottery. Miss Caton-Thompson 
dated Fayum A to about 5000 B.C. and Fayum B to 4500 B.C., with 
a span of 800 years for the duration of both groups. 1 At Ma’adi, 
just south of Cairo, a site was excavated in 1930-31 by the Egyptian 
University under Menghin and Amcr, which, at first classified as 
Neolithic, was later dated to Middle and Late predynastic times 
and equated with the Gerzean-Semainian horizon.* 

In Upper and Middle Egypt the British School of Archaeology 
in Egypt excavated at and near Badari between 1922-25; Guy 
Brunton excavated cemeteries at Badari and Miss Caton-Thompson 
dug a settlement at Hemamieh, between Qau and Badari Their 
results, published in 1928 in their joint work, The Badarian 
Civilisation and Predynastic Remains near Badari , established the 
Badarian as the immediate predecessor of the predynastic period 
in Upper Egypt. Later, in 1928 and 1929, Brunton, working on 
behalf of the British Museum Expedition to Middle Egypt, 
excavated at Deir Tasa, near Mostagcdda, a cemetery and village, 
which he published in his Mostagedda and the Tasian Culture { 1937), 
and which he claimed as the ancestor of the Badarian. Other 
excavations included those of Vignard at Naq' Hammadi and those 

1 Carter and Mace, The Tomb of Tut^anhh-Amen, vol. i (1923), vol. ii (1927)1 
vol. iii (1933). 

* Caton-Thompson and Gardner, The Desert Fayum, 1934 (London, 
Royal Anthropological Institute). 

* Meghin and Amcr, The Excavations of the Egyptian University at Maadi 
(Cairo, 1932, Publication 19 of Egyptian University; Faculty of Arts). 
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at Armani, published by Mond and Myres in their Cemeteries of 
Armani 1 (1937). 

As this prehistoric material accumulated from Lower and 
Upper Egypt it became possible to arrange it in some kind of 
sequence and to hazard views on the origins of the prehistoric 
civilisation of Egypt. The prcdynastic cultures of Middle and 
Upper Egypt had been divided by Petrie into the three classic 
stages of Amrutiun, after al'Amrah, and occupying Sequence 
Dates 30 to 38; the Gerzean, after the Girzuh cemeteries, and 
occupying S.D. 39 to 63; and the Semainian, after al-Semaynah, 
occupying S.D. 64 to 78.' These terms were used interchangeably 
with the terms Early, Middle and Late Prcdynastic. Petrie had 
very wisely begun his sequence at S.D. 30, and the Badarian and 
Taaian cultures were now fitted in before this, and a sequence 
described leading from Tasian to dynastic times, with Badarian, 
Amratian, Gerzean and Semainian as intermediate stages. 
Frankfort, Scharff and others emphasised the new cultural elements 
that appeared in the Gerzean which seemed to indicate influences 
from the East. Attempts were made to fit the early cultures of 
Lower Egypt into this sequence; such sequences can be seen in 
the recent summaries such as Childc’s New Light on the Most 
Ancient East (1935) and Huzzayin’s The Place of Egypt in Pre¬ 
history (1941).* Huzzayin sees the Fayum A and Mcrimde in¬ 
dustries as comparable with the Tasian, and Fayum B with the 
Badarian/Amratian, while Miss Caton-Thompson at one time was 
disposed to regard the Neolithic cultures of Lower and Upper 
Egypt as both derived from the Kharga Oasis until her excavations 
there showed die Kharga Neolithic to be more allied to Fayum B. 

In her The Cultures of Prehistoric Egypt (1947), a work of 
extraordinary importance, Elisc J. Baumgartel publishes the first 
results of her researches in the prehistoric material from Egypt. 
Her work is important for many reasons—her sharp dismissal of 
the term Neolithic in connection with any early cultures of hither 
Asia and Egypt, her insistence on studying the Egyptian cultures 
in close relation to those of south-west Asia, for example—but 
most of all for her cogent analysis of Petrie’s material in relation 
to later work on predynaatic and prehistoric Egypt. She con¬ 
siders that Petrie’s own uncertainty over Naqada has made English 

' Pcirit, 'TSiospolit Pants (1901) and Prehistoric Egypt (1920). 

* Minto ires preunties d I'lmtiuu d'Egypte,- vol. 43. 
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writers obscure the importance of this site. Not so the French, 
who, following de Morgan’s suggestions, called the whole pre- 
dynastic period the Naqada period. Baumgartel follows Scharff 
in dividing Naqada into two periods: Naqada I, which coincides 
with Amratian, and Naqada II, which coincides with the rest of 
the prcdynastic period. Naqada I she considers as the last stage 
in a development from the Tasian through the Badarian, but a 
development affected by external contacts, such as the arrival of 
people responsible for the white croBs-lincd painted pottery 
which she derives from Iran via Iiormuz, the Straits of Aden and 
the Upper Course of the Nile. Naqada II, Baumgartel considers 
as a new culture derived from a home not far from that of the 
Sumerians, and which came into Egypt, as Petrie first suggested, 
via the Wadi Haramamat. Most revolutionary arc Baumgartel's 
ideas regarding the dating of Fayum A and Mcrimdc, hitherto 
regarded as the Neolithic beginnings of Egypt, but which she 
dates to Naqada II. The wider implications of Baumgartel’s 
views cannot be discussed here, but they form a fresh starting- 
point for a study of Egyptian prehistory. 

3. Mesopotamia 

The first few years of the twentieth century saw the beginnings 
of serious German excavations in Mesopotamia under the auspices 
of the Deutsche Orient Gcsellschaft. Ten years after de Sarzec 
had started work at Telloh, a German expedition made a recon¬ 
naissance of several important Sumerian sites but did not excavate 
any of them completely. From 1899 until the war * 9*4 the 
Germans, led by Koldewey and Andrac, excavated thoroughly 
two sites: Babylon and Ashur. The aim of these excavations was 
twofold: to excavate completely the buildings of a Babylonian 
town and to excavate completely through a tell to reveal the 
stratigraphical sequence. Neither of these things had been 
accomplished before the Deutsche Orient Gesellschaft began 
work l ; indeed Budge complained that “no British excavator 
had yet laid bare the ruins of the buildings of any Assyrian or 
Babylonian town”.* Koldewey’s expedition worked at Babylon 
from 1899 to 1914, and some of the results are published in 

1 Thi» Society was founded in Berlin in 1898 under tfcc^pntronagc of 
William II. 

* By Nile and Tigris, vol. i, ia6. • 
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Koldcwcy’B book, The Excavations at Babylon (19x4). These 
excavations were dealing mainly with the neo-Babylonian period 
and remains of the sixth and seventh centuries ij.c., but they were 
of great interest to the student of prehistoric archaeology because 
they were the first complete and scientifically conducted ex¬ 
cavations of a large site in Mesopotamia. Ashur was excavated 
by Dr Walter Andrac between 1903-14. Here the Germans not 
only excavated with skill and care the Assyrian city, the first 
capital of the Assyrian nation, but also adopted for the first time 
in Mesopotamian excavation the sondage method. They cut 
through the Temple of Ishtar, and beneath it, through the remains 
of other temples, to an original archaic temple. This was not 
only an original experiment in the application of stratigraphical 
analysis to Mesopotamian sites, but it also provided detailed 
evidence of Sumerian religious ceremonies. 

While these splendid German excavations were taking place 
some other smaller digs were made. In 1903 E. J. Banks, 
United States Consul at Baghdad, dug at Bismayah, the ancient 
Adab, near Nippur. His work, in which he adapted and copied 
the methods tried out by Koldcwey and Andrac, was undertaken 
on behalf of the University of Chicago, and is summarised in his 
Bis way a, or the Lost City of Adab (1912). King was working for 
the British Museum at Kuyunjik at this time, and suspected a 
pre-Assyrian settlement; while de Genouillac was in charge of 
French excavations at Kish. 

The 1914-18 War put an end to excavation in Mesopotamia 
for a while, but excavations were resumed immediately upon 
the cessation of hostilities. Even before the 1918 Armistice, 
R. Campbell Thompson began excavating, under the auspices of 
the British Museum, at Ur and at Eridu. On the strength of his 
finds the British Museum sent an expedition under H. R. Hall 
to dig at both these sites. Hall found APUbaid, a new site four 
miles west of Ur, and here excavated a small temple platform, the 
prototype of the later Sumerian ziggurats, and contemporary with 
the archaic temple found by Andrac at Ashur. In 1922 a joint 
expedition of the British Museum and the University Museum 
of Pennsylvania, under the direction of Sir Leonard Woolley, 
carried on the work of Campbell Thompson and Hall. Woolley 
began work at Ur, then transferred his attentions to APUbaid, 
returning to Ur again in 1926 and the following years. It was in 

200 



DISCOVERY OF THE NEAR-EASTERN CIVILISATIONS 

1926 that the great prehistoric cemetery at Ur, with its “Royal 
Tombs”, was excavated. The discovery of these tombs, with 
their splendid treasures of gold and lapis lazuli, and their remark¬ 
able evidence of funerary ritual, caused a sensation comparable 
only with Schliemann’s discoveries at Mycenae and those of 
Lord Carnarvon and Howard Carter of Tutankhamen’s tomb. 
The joint expedition under Woolley not only inaugurated the 
brilliant revival of excavation in Mesopotamia that took place in 
the twenties and early thirties; it was also responsible for wide¬ 
spread popular interest in Mesopotamian origins. In 1900 few 
people had ever heard of the Sumerians, in 1930 the Sumerians 
had been added to the collection of prehistoric peoples of whom 
everyone knew something. This was due in part to the sensational 
nature of the Ur excavations, but also to the clear and helpful 
general accounts published by Woolley, notably his The Sumerians 
(1930), Ur of the Chaldeans (1929) and Abraham , Recent Dis¬ 
coveries and Hebrew Origins (1936). The full account of the 
excavations at Al'Ubaid and Ur was published in six volumes 
between 1928 and 1938. 1 

At Al’Ubaid, Woolley completely excavated a Sumerian 
temple whose limestone foundation tablet bore the inscription: 
“A-anni-padda, king of Ur, son of Mes-anni-padda, has built 
a temple for Nin-Khursng.” These kings were known from 
king lists and inscriptions found elsewhere; the temple was 
thus the first Sumerian building that could be associated with 
an historical figure. In another part of the mound at Al’Ubaid 
Woolley found remains of a settlement characterised by a fine 
hand-made pottery with designs painted in black on grey-green. 
Later, at Ur, Woolley sunk a shaft beneath the bottom of the 
forty-foot pit produced by excavating the great cemetery. Towards 
the bottom of this pit he found a layer of clean uniform clay eight 
foot thick, and beneath it pottery like the black on grey-green 
ware from the little settlement at Al’Ubaid. 

The Ur excavations were only the most spectacular of several 
large expeditions at this time. In 1923 a second Anglo-American 

* Preliminary reports were published in The Antiquaries Journal (1923-34}; 
the full report* as follows: Vol. I, At-Ubaid (Hall and Woolley), 1937; Vol. II, 
The Royal Cemetery (Woolley), 1934. 2 vols • Vol. Ill, Archaic Seal Impressions 
(Legrxin), 1936; Vol. IV, Texts, 1 , Royal Inscriptions (Gndd and Legniin), 
1928, 2 vols.; Texts, II, Archaic Texts (Burrows), 1935; Vol. V, The Ziggurnt 
and its Surroundings (Woolley), 1938- • 
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expedition began work at Kish. It was directed by Professor 
Langdon on behalf of the University of Oxford and the Field 
Museum of Chicago. Kish is situated eight miles cast of Babylon 
and consisted of two cities, Kish itself and Harsagkaiamma, 
separated by the ancient bed of the River Euphrates. During 
the work of this expedition a low tell eighteen miles north-east of 
Kish was discovered at Jemdet Nasr. This site was excavated 
in 1926 and 1928, and was characterised by a new kind of poly¬ 
chrome pottery consisting of elaborate lattice-work or check 
patterns in black and yellow on red. The Kish excavations were 
later continued under the direction of Watclin, a Frenchman, who 
made a sondage right through the mound and found polychrome 
pottery of Jemdet Nasr type stratified below tombs of the Early 
Dynastic period. 

In 1928 the Germans returned to field excavation in Meso¬ 
potamia under Dr Julius Norden and Dr Arnold Nfildckc on 
behalf of the Notgemeinschaft dcr Deutschen Wissenschaftcn, 
and excavated from then until 1939 at Warka, where the Germans 
had previously excavated in 1912-13. Here they made a sondage 
shaft right through the tell and found, above virgin soil, pottery 
of the black on grey-green Al’Ubaid ware, and above this a kind 
of pottery hitherto new to Mesopotamian excavations apart from 
a few isolated sherds at Ur. This was an unpainted burnished 
brick- or plum-red pottery now known as Uruk ware. Norden 
excavated the remains of three superimposed temples belonging 
to the time when this Uruk ware was used. 

By 1931 the Eighteenth International Conference of Orient¬ 
alists at Leiden discussed the various Mesopotamian finds made 
since 1918 and agreed to distinguish three predynastic periods in 
Mesopotamian prehistory: the earliest, the Al’Ubaid period, the 
second the Uruk period, and the third, and immediately pre¬ 
dynastic period, that of Jemdet Nasr. This scheme provided a 
much-needed systematisation of Mesopotamian prehistory, and 
approximate dates for these three periods were given as Al’Ubaid, 
4000 to 3500 b.c., Uruk, 3500 to 3200 b.c. and Jemdet Nasr, 3200 
to 2800 B.c. 

But although the Leiden conference had produced this 
systematisation, it was by no means certain that this scheme did 
accurately provide for the whole prehistory of Mesopotamia. 
Further north, in the pastern end of what Breasted called the 
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Fertile Crescent, discoveries of great importance had been made. 
Tdl Halaf, a mound near the source of the Khahur in the Mosul 
area, was excavated by the Baron Max von Oppenheim between 
1911 and 1914. Excavations were resumed there in 1929 *5 
Tell I-Ialaf revealed a chalcolithic culture characterised by a 
brilliant polychrome painted pottery. Comparahle pottery fwd 
been found by Herzfcld in his excavations at Somarra in 1912-14, 
and the same sort of pottery and culture was found ut other sites 
in the cast of the Fertile Crescent, at Arpachiyuh near Nineveh, 
excavated in 1933 by Mallmvan on behalf of the British Museum, 31 
and in Speiscr’s excavations for the University of Pennsylvania 
from 1930 onwards at Tope Gnwra and Tell Billu near 
Khorsabad. 

At Tcpe Gawra and Arpachiyah, the Tell Halaf culture or 
the Halafian, as it was called, could be accurately dated below 
Al'Ubaid, and seemed to take the prehistory of Mesopotamia yet 
further back, into the fifth millennium B.c. From 1931 onwards 
Campbell Thompson was digging at Kuyunjik on behalf of the 
British Museum; he cut a shaft down to virgin soil from the 
foundations of an Assyrian temple, nnd his Bondage went through 
the following strata—Assyrian, Babylonian, Akkadian, Sumerian, 
Jcmdet Nasr, Uruk, Al’Ubaid, Ilalafian—thus giving a complete 
cross-section of Mesopotamian prehistory and protohistory. At 
the very bottom of his shaft, seventy feet beneath the surface, 
Campbell Thompson found eleven potsherds decorated with 
curious scratched designs, which were formally classified us pre- 
Halafian or Neolithic. This was the first indication of the oldest 
stage of post-Palacolithic archaeology in Mesopotamia. Speiscr, 
collating the Mesopotamian material with other finds in the 
Near East, proposed to add two periods to the Leiden stages and 
distinguish the following five periods in Mesopotamian pre¬ 
history: 5, Jemdct Nasr; 4, Uruk; 3, Al’Ubaid; a, Halaf-Samarra, 
and i, Sakje-Geuzu or Neolithic. 8 This scheme of five prehistoric 
periods has been widely accepted. 

Excavations were also continued in southern Mesopotamia. 

1 First published in Leipzig in 1931 os Der Tell Halaf: eine neue Kultur 
im tiltesten Mesopotamia 1. English translation, 1933, os Tell Halaf: A New 
Culture in Oldest Mesopotamia, 

* Mollowan nnd Rose, Prehistoric Assyria: the excavations at Tell-Arpachiyah, 
1933 . 

1 Antiquity, 1941. 173, , 
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In 1929 J. H. Brcastcd’s Oriental Institute of Chicago began work 
in Iraq by completing the work of Botta and Place at Khorsabad, 
and then the following year beginning at Tell Asmar (the ancient 
Eshunna) and Khafaje (the ancient Akshak). These excavations 
in the Diyala region cast of Baghdad were continued until 1937, 
under the direction of Henri Frankfort and Conrad Preusser. 
Another Diyala site, Tell Agrab, was excavated by the Oriental 
Institute between 1934-36. The Sumerian temples at these 
Diyala sites yielded a great deal of sculpture comparable only in 
quantity and interest with the Guden statues at Lagash found by 
de Sorzcc. The French in 1929 resumed excavations at Telloh; 
these were directed first by the Abb6 de Genouiilac and later by 
Andri Parrot. 

In 1933 a new Iraq law prevented the export of any antiquities 
from the country by foreign expeditions. The French and 
British field expeditions transferred their activities to Syria. 
Parrot began work in 1934 at Tell Hariri, in Syria, the ruins of the 
royal city of Mari, a remarkable outpost of Sumerian culture. 
Mallowan continued his work in the Khabur district, but ex¬ 
cavated at Tell Chagar Bazar and Tell Brak in Syria, while 
Woolley transferred his attentions to Atchana in the plain of 
Antioch. 

By 1939 the various foreign archaeological expeditions working 
in Mesopotamia had finished their work, but, unlike the 1914-18 
War, the 1939-45 War not mean a cessation in archaeological 
activities. By now the Antiquities Department of Iraq and the 
Iraq Museum, both created after the 1914-18 War, largely due to 
the initiative and drive of Gertrude Bell, were able to act on their 
own initiative. The first excavations undertaken directly by the 
Iraq Government were those in the Omayyid capital of Wasit 
and the Abbasid capital of Samarra. This was in 1936; four 
years later the Iraq Government undertook its first prehistoric 
excavation at Tell Uquair, fifty miles south of Baghdad, and 
discovered a fine temple of the Uruk period, its walls covered 
with painted frescoes. These excavations were conducted by 
Seton Lloyd, and in a note prefaced to Lloyd’s published 
account of the excavations in 1943 Frankfort wrote: "scholars 
owe a debt of gratitude to the Iraq Government for its courage 
in undertaking and continuing the purely cultural enter¬ 
prise of research notwithstanding the disturbed times through 
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which the country has passed”. The debt was to be increased 
by the discoveries at Tell Hassunah in 1943 and at Eridu from 
1946 onwards. At Tell Hassunah, twenty miles south of Nineveh, 
the Iraq Department of Antiquities under Seton Lloyd and 
Sayyid Fuad Snfar discovered a small settlement of pre-Halaf 
times with the same pottery as had been found at the bottom of 
the great shaft at Nineveh. With its full evidence this site com¬ 
pleted the picture of the five prehistoric periods of Mesopotamia 
—pre-Halaf or Nincveh/Hassunuh, Hnlafinn, APUbaid, Uruk and 
Jemdet Nasr. Excavations began at Eridu under Sayyid Fuad 
Safer in 1946. Hitherto the APUhnid phase of Mesopotamian 
prehistory had been regarded as one of small villages like 
APUbaid itself, but these excavntions showed that Eridu was u 
city in APUbaid times and had a temple. Perhaps Eridu, whose 
occupation as an urban community must date from very early 
in the fourth millennium, will turn out to be, as Seton Lloyd has 
suggested, the oldest city made by man. The bilingual version of 
the Babylonian legend of Creation says: “All the lands were sea; 
then Eridu was made.” 

However true this legend may be in regard to Eridu there 
can be no doubt that the excavations in Mesopotamia in the last 
twenty years have enabled us to appreciate the truth in the 
Creation and Flood legends preserved in Genesis and for long 
part of the cosmological background of all Christians, 'l'lic 
reading of inscriptions showed that the biblical accounts were 
derived from Sumerian Creation and Flood stories. The 
Sumerian creation story, with its references to the land being 
created out of the waters, is surely a folk-memory of the first 
settlement of Mesopotamia, which did consist of villages like 
APUbaid and cities like Eridu in the marshy delta, just as the 
Flood story is a folk-memory of the floods which are attested 
archaeologically in the sections at Warka, Farah, Kish and Ur. 
It is also now possible to see in the biblical story of Cain and Abel 
the antagonism between the steppe nomads of Arabia and the 
agriculturists and city dwellers of Sumeria, which played such 
a prominent part in the early history of Mesopotamia and 
which has been so rightly stressed by students of human 
geography. 1 


1 On these points see Peake and Fleure, The Corridors of Time, passim, and 
Peake, The Flood. r 
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The establishmentof a prehistoricsequence of cultures in Meso¬ 
potamia at once raised the problem: Who were the Sumerians ? 
It is the same problem which arose when the Mycenaeans 
and the Trojan sequence were discovered by Schliemann, and 
which persists as a diabolically fascinating preoccupation among 
many prehistorians. Frankfort argued that there was no real 
break in the Mesopotamian sequence from Al'Ubaid to dynastic 
times and that the Sumerians were the Obeidians. Jordan and 
Contenflu argued that the Uruk people were the Sumerians and 
that they arrived in Mesopotamia and imposed themselves on the 
prc-Sumcrian Obeidians. Speiscr argued for a break in the 
sequence in Uruk B times, while others see no possibility of 
labelling any levels as Sumerian until early dynastic times. It is 
an age-old problem of prehistory and one which probably cannot 
be solved; it is doubtful how far the back-ascription of linguistic 
and historical labels is possible. As Mallowan says, the whole 
thing rests on "speculation rather than proof”, 1 and we may agree 
with Speiser’s wise words in 1941 that "to identify the individual 
ethnic elements which co-operated in producing the civilisation 
of pre-literate Mesopotamia ‘is a more hopeless task to-day than 
it ever appeared to be 

4. Iran and Transcaspia 

In 1891 Jacques dc Morgan visited the ruins of Susa in the 
Persian province of Khuzistan. Here he found four gigantic 
mounds, one of them a hundred feet in height, standing up out of 
the plain, and covering an area of 300 acres. Previous excavations 
had revealed remains of the fifth century B.C., but de Morgan 
picked up, from the skirts of the tells, flints and sherds of painted 
pottery. He persuaded the French Government that Susa was a 
site of the greatest importance archaeologically, and in 1897 the 
French Government purchased from the Shah of Persia the sole 
right to dig for antiquities in Persian soil; and in that year the 
Dilegation Franfaise en Perse went out, under de Morgan, to 
start work at Susa. The Diligation has been described as 
"probably the most important archaeological expedition that has 
ever left Europe”.* The work begun by de Morgan was con¬ 
tinued until the 1914-18 War, and afterwards resumed under the 

1 Antiquity, 1939, 163. * Ibid., 194*, > 73 - 

1 Carfeton, Buried Empires, 34. 
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directorship of R. de Mecquenem. Its results have been published 
in a series of Mimoircs by the Diligation . The finds from Susa 
were spectacular, notably the early painted pottery now in the 
Louvre. Herzfcld writes of the discovery at Susa of the oldest 
Elamite civilisation of painted potters that it "came as a great 
surprise to all students of the Ancient East. Neither Egypt nor 
' Babylonia and Mesopotamia, nor Anatolia had at the time 
furnished anything comparable in artistic value to the oldest 
painted pottery from Susa". 1 

De Morgan distinguished two cultural phases at Susa, I and II, 
but it is now clear from subsequent excavations and comparative 
studies of the excavated material that he had only partly under¬ 
stood the stratigraphical sequence which the DiUgation was 
revealing. McCown now proposes to distinguish four phases at 
Susa: A, being the earliest settlements and burials that have for 
long been known as Susa I, and which he regards as systadially 
equivalent to Al'Ubaid; B, equivalent to the Uruk phase; C, to 
the Jemdet Nasr phase, and D, the phase formerly known as 
Susa II, and systadially equivalent to the Early Dynastic period 
in Mesopotamia. i 

The Diligalion has, in addition to Susa, worked at other 
sites in Khuzistan, such as Tepe Musyan, described by Gautier 
and Lampre in 1905,* and Tepe Duvaisyah, Tepe Jafambad, Tepe 
Juwi, Tepe Band-i-Bal and Tepe Buhallan by de Mecquenem. a 
At all these sites painted pottery was found comparable with that 
at Susa I, or A. 

While the excavations at Susa* were in progress the American 
R. Pumpelly and the German arcluU^logisrJDr Hubert Schmidt 
excavated, in 1904, two occupation motTf^s, the North and the 
South Kurgans, each 40 to 50 feet in height, at Anau, near 
Ashkabad, in Russian Turkestan or Transcaspia. Two culture 
levels, Anau I and II, were distinguished in the North Kurgan, 
and two later cultural levels, III and IV, in the South Kurgan, 
and these were fully published by Pumpelly, Schmidt and others 
in their Explorations in Turkestan: Expedition of 1904: Pre¬ 
historic Civilisations of Anau: Origins, Growth and Influence of 
Environment .* Recently McCown proposes to distinguish two 
1 Iran in I hr Ancient East, 1041. 

1 Fouilles de Moussian. DiUgation en Perse, Mdinoirex, viii, 59-148. Pari*. 

* L'Anthropologic, XLV, 93-104, nnd XLVIII, 55-71. 

• Carnegie limitation 0] Wothinglon, Publication No. 73 (1908). 
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phases, A and B, in Anau I. Anau I A is a formally Neolithic 
culture with painted pottery and appears contemporary with 
Halaf. Anau I B is the phase in which pins and other objects of 
copper appear, and carries on the painted pottery tradition through 
Al’Ubaid and into Uruk times, being roughly contemporary with 
Susa A. The Ncolilhic/Chalcolithic villagers of Anau I lived in 
four-sided houses of dried-clay brick, cultivated wheat and barley, 
and had oxen, horse, pig and two breeds of sheep. Duerst of 
Ziirich, who studied the animal bones, claimed that they showed 
a transition from a wild to a tame state for ox, sheep and pig, and 
Pumpclly claimed that this was also demonstrated stratigraphic- 
ally and that Anau I provided rare archaeological evidence of 
the actual transition from an earlier agricultural stage to mixed 
farming. 

Towards the end of Anau I B a grey ware appears, mixed with 
the painted pottery, and these continue side by side in Anau II 
although the red or grey monochrome ware is predominant. 
In addition to the characteristic Anau I painted pottery, which 
was in black on a red ground, there also appear in Anau II black 
on buff ware, and a polychrome ware. Pumpclly and Schmidt 
thought the toumettc was in use in this phase, and noted the 
addition of dog, goat and camel to the list of domesticated animals. 
Anau III, the first phase of occupation in the South Kurgan, is 
what Schmidt characterised as "the brilliant epoch of the copper 
age in Transcaspia”. Copper implements were numerous and 
sometimes include slight admixture of tin; the pottery is wheel- 
made and is mainly decorated by incision—painting is rare. 
Anau IV is an Iron Age culture. 

For some while our knowledge of Iranian and Transcaspian 
prehistory depended on the discoveries of Susa and Anau, and 
fresh discoveries made in Mesopotamia, and even China and 
India, in the early twenties, were fitted in to the sequence of 
cultures distinguished by de Morgan and Pumpelly. In the 
thirties our knowledge of Middle Eastern prehistory was enor¬ 
mously increased by excavations at sites such as Tepe Hissar, 
Shah Tepe 1 and Turang Tepe,> in north Iran, Tepe Giyan and 
Tepe Sialk in north-west Iran, Tall-i-Bakun at Persepolis in Fars 

1 T. J. Arne, "The Swedish Archaeological Expedition to Iran 1933-33,*' 
Acta Archaeolugia, VI, 1-48. 

* F. R. Wuiain, “Excavations at Turang Tcpc, near Asiernbad,” Bulletin 
oj the American Institute for Persian Art and Archaeology, II. 
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province, and by the excavations and reconnaissances of Sir 
Aurel Stein mainly in cast and south-east Iron. 1 

Of these the excavations at Tepe Sialk were the most important, 
because they provided a splendid strut igraphical sequence. 
Siallt is near Kashan, and was excavated in 1933, 1934 and 1937 by 
Roman Ghirahman, and was fully published in Pontiles de Sialk 
in 1938 (vol. i) and 1941 (vol. ii). Ghirshman dug two mound* 
at Sialk, and distinguished four successive cultural periods: 
I, represented by the four lowest occupation levels of the north 
mound, II, by the last three settlements on the north mound. 
Sialk i is characterised by pist houses with contracted burials 
under the houses, generally without grave goods but covered in 
red ochre, and at Ica9t two kinds of painted pottery, a clear light 
ware and a rare black ware. The villagers of Sialk I had slings, 
stone maces, stone axes and adzes, as well as pins and needles of 
hammered copper. They bred sheep and cattle, and may have 
grown cereals, reaping them with sickles mounted in bone handles 
very like those of the Natufian, and grinding them in saddle 
querns. It is quite clear that the Sialk l villagers were hunters 
and collectors, as well as domeslicators of animals and perhaps 
cultivators of grain. Indeed it may well he a transitional culture 
between food-gathering Mesolithic folk and the food-producing 
chalcolithic cultures well known in the Near and Middle East. 
Sialk I is formally Neolithic and is equated aystadially with the 
pre-IIalaf phase in Mesopotamian prehistory. 

Sialk II, contemporary with the Halaf and Samarra cultures 
of Mesopotamia, is essentially a continuation of the village 
economy of Sialk I, but contains new features such as hand-made 
mud bricks, concave-based whorls, and a new repertoire of 
pottery designs, as well as imported objects from the Persian 
Gulf such as Pterocera shells, turquoise and cornelian. Food¬ 
gathering now seems to have occupied a less important part in 
the economy, and the pig and horse have been domesticated. 
There is a gap between Sialk II and III, which phase is repre¬ 
sented by eight occupation levels running from early Ubaid to 
mid-Uruk periods. Sialk III is a full Chalcolithic culture with 
cast tools, including a shaft-hole adze, the potter’s kiln and the 

' Stein’s work in Inin is to bo found published mainly in lnn<rmoit Asia, 
iii, 1928; An Archaeological Tour of the Ancient Persis, Iraq, iil, six ff.; Archaeo¬ 
logical Reconnaissance 1 in North-west India and South-eastern Iran, 1937; and 
Old Routes of Western Iran, 40. 
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construction of more complicated buildings with buttresses and 
recesses. A thick layer of ashes indicates the destruction of 
Sialk III at the end of its last occupation level, above which 
was built Sialk IV, a city of the Jemdet Nasr period with 
bichrome pottery and early inscribed tablets, presumably an 
outpost of the literate urban civilisation of the Elamites. 

The site of Tall-i-Bakun, near Persepolis, was discovered in 
1923, and excavations were begun in 1928 by Hcrzfeld, and 
continued in 1931-32 by the Oriental Institute of Chicago, under 
the direction of Langsdorff and McCown. 1 This site also con¬ 
sists of twin mounds like Anau and Sialk; of these, Bakun B 
is the earliest and consists of Bakun B I, a culture claimed by 
McCown and Herzfcld as Neolithic or epi-Ncoiithic, and con¬ 
temporary with pre-Halaf and Sialk I, and Bakun B II, which 
has painted pottery and is contemporary with Halaf. The later 
mound, Bakun B, begins contemporary with early Ubaid times in 
Bakun A I and overlaps with Uruk in its latest phase Bakun A V. 

Tepe Giyan, a large tell near Nihavend, was excavated in 
1931 and 1932 by Georges Contcnau and Roman Ghirshman. 
A succession of five cultural periods was distinguished: Giyan V, 
the earliest level, spanned from early Halaf (V A) to mid-Uruk 
times (V D). The second period at Giyan, Giyan IV, covered 
the time from early dynastic to Akkadian (3000 to 2300 B.c.) and 
has pottery similar to Susa D. The remaining three levels 
occupy from 2300 to 1000 b.c. and the appearance of iron. 8 
Tepe Hissar, a tell near Damghan, was excavated in 1931 by 
E. F. Schmidt, who distinguished three main cultural periods 9 : 
Hissar I, lasting from early Ubaid to inid-Uruk; Hissar II, a 
transitional period in which the old painted pottery of Hissar 1 
is superseded by a plain burnished black or grey ware—this new 
pottery and the appearance of new metal types such as double 
spiral-headed pins suggests the arrival of new folk in the time 
between mid-Uruk and the end of Jemdet Nasr. Hissar III 
reveals the new grey-ware people well established. McCo\s r n 
dates Hissar HI as contemporary with Giyan IV, i.e. the early 

1 A. Langadorff and D. E. McCown "Tall-i-Rakun A; Season of 193a, M 
Oriental Institute of Chicago University Publications, I. DC, 194Z. 

* Contcnau and Ghirshman, "Fouiilca de Tep£-Giyan,” Mu tie du Louvre. 
Serie arckaeologique, III. Paris, 1935. The levels at Giyan are lettered from 
the top downward*, V being the earliest. 

* "Tcp 4 Hissar Excavations 1911," Pennsylvania University Museum 
Journal, XXIII (193:1-33), 3*8-483. Pliiladelphip, 1933 - 
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dynastic period to Akkadian, 1 but Piggott argues that this phase 
cannot be before 2000 b.c.* 

These various excavations have established in Iran the wide¬ 
spread existence of cultures characterised by painted pottery, 
cultures mainly Chalcolithic but occasionally, as at Sialk I and 
Bakun B I, formally Neolithic. At one time archaeologists 
referred to a "painted pottery culture", and the material from 
Anau I and Susa I was compared with that from AFUhaid and 
Halaf in Mesopotamia, from S. E. Europe, from China and India. 
Frankfort in his Archaeology and the Sumerian Problem (1932) 
proposed to distinguish two painted pottery cultures or civilisa¬ 
tions in the Near East—a Syrian with Tell Halaf ns n type site, 
and one centred in the Iranian Highlands, which he referred to as 
the Iranian, and others, like Childe and Carlcton, have called the 
Highland culture. In 1942 D. E. McCown published his The 
Comparative Stratigraphy of Early Iran, in which he split the 
Iranian or Highland painted pottery civilisation into two separate 
painted pottery cultures, the first or red-ware group characterised 
by painting in black on red pottery, and seen mainly in N. E. Iran 
at Sialk (from period I to early III), Anau I, and Hissar I, and at 
another site, Chesmeh Ali, in the same region, and the second 
or buff-ware group, characterised by black on buff pottery and 
represented by Giyan V, Susa A, and Bakun. In his North 
Iranian Red Ware Culture McCown distinguishes three periods, 
which he describes as cultures, namely, first, the Sialk Culture, 
(Sialk I), second, the Chesmah Ali Culture (Sialk II, Chesmah 
Ali Ia, Anau Ia), and thirdly the Hissar Culture (Sialk III, 
Chesmah Ali Ib, and Hissar I). 

The absolute dating of the Iranian and Transcaspian cultures 
has varied greatly with the date, vagaries and methods of the 
archaeologists concerned. Pumpelly visited Egypt in 1906-7 
and calculated the rate of occupational debris accumulation there 
to be i-6 feet per century. On the basis of this he dated Anau II, 
6000 to 5000 B.c., Anau III, 5000 to 2000, and put the beginnings 
of Anau I back in the tenth millennium B.c. a A similarly inflated 
chronology was proposed by de Morgan for Susa I. Dr Hubert 
Schmidt, however, proposed a quite different absolute chronology 

1 The Comparative Stratigraphy of Early Iran, 50-52. 

• Antiquity, XVII 19^3, x60. 

* Pumpelly even dated the domestication of Bos nomadicut aa in the eighth 
millennium B.c. 
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for Anau. Sclunidt was really responsible under Pumpelly for the 
archaeological aspects of the excavations there and his dates appear 
in the same volume as those of Pumpelly. He dated Anau I to the 
third millennium B.C., Anau II to 2000 to 1500 B.C., Anau III to 
1500 to 1000 b.c. and Anau IV to 1000 to 500 b.c. Ghirshman 
calculated the date of the early occupation of Sialk on the basis of 
the accumulated debris. Before Sialk IV there were seventeen 
successive layers of mud or mud-brick huts, forming in all 28 
metres of deposit. Allowing seventy-five years for each level, 
and to-day such huts last for at least a hundred years, and taking 
the date of Sialk IV as 3000 plus or minus 200 years, Ghirshman 
calculated 4300 u.c. plus/minus 200 for the first occupation of 
Sialk; dates which McCown calls u certainly too low”. 

5. Anatolia 

SchJiemann had distinguished seven superimposed prehistoric 
cities at Troy, and Ddrpfeld had dated these from 3000 to 700 b.c. 
identifying VI, which he dated from 1500 to 1000 b.c., as the 
Homeric city. This chronology and the identification of the 
Vlth city with the Homeric one was attacked by Aberg in his 
BronzezeitHche und Friiheisenzeitliche Chronologie , where he 
equated the second city with the shaft graves of Mycenae, giving 
a date for it of 1600-1450. From 1932 onwards an American 
expedition under C. W. Blegen began fresh excavations at Troy, 
with the intention of examining new areas and checking the earlier 
stratigraphy. No complete publication of these re-excavations 
has yet appeared, but interim reports in the American Journal 
of Archaeology and elsewhere suggest that the Homeric city, 
dated by imports from Mycenae tc the early twelfth and late 
thirteenth centuries b.c., was Troy VIIa. Troy I is revealed as a 
little township, which Blegen, refusing A berg’s suggestions, dates 
before 2500 b.c. Troy II, a city which was to play so great a 
rdle in the development of European metallurgy, is dated by 
Blegen to between 2500 and 2300 B.c.; the settlements of Troy III, 
IV and V, formerly described as villages, appear to have been of 
greater importance, whereas Troy VI was a city destroyed by an 
earthquake. 

The prehistoric archaeology of west Anatolia can now be 
supplemented by three sites: Kum Tepe, Yortan and Thermi. 
Kum Tepe, a site in the Troad excavated by the American 
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expedition under Blegen, is claimed as earlier even than Troy I.* 
The cemetery of Yortan in Mysia was contemporary with Troy I. 
Miss Winifred Lamb's excavations at Thermi, published in 1928 
in her Excavations at Thermi in Lesbosf revealed a succession 
of five superimposed townships, of which towns I to IV ure 
contemporary with Troy I, and Thermi V with Troy II. 

Our further knowledge of Anatolian prehistory is bound up, 
not with the search for Greek prehistoric origins, but with interest 
in the Hittites. The beginning of our modern knowledge of the 
Hittites dates from 1736, when Jean Otter discovered the famous 
relief at Ibriz in south Cappadocia. In 1812 Ilurckhardt dis¬ 
covered one of the Hamath inscriptions. Other finds of the 
same kind, and of seals and seal inscriptions, were made during 
the early nineteenth century, but little interest was taken in them 
until the period 1860-75. In 1861 Georges Perrot, the art 
historian, was sent to investigate the monument of Augustus at 
Angora, and went on from there to the Cappadocian hills cast of 
the rivers Halys and Sangarius. Here, at a Turkish village called 
Boghaz Kcui, about ninety miles east of Angora within the bend 
of the Halys river, he found the remains of a vast fortified city, 
with sculptures quite unlike the then known ancient arts from 
Mesopotamia, Egypt, or the Aegean. In 1870 the Hamath in¬ 
scription was rediscovered and several others found for the first 
time. In 1872 Richard Burton, in his Unexplored Syria , published 
a transcription of the Hamath inscription, and Dr W. Wright, an 
Irish missionary at Damascus, got the Hamath stones sent to the 
Constantinople Museum and two sets of plaster casts sent to the 
British Museum, which also secured at this time a number of 
inscriptions from Jerabis, the ancient Carchemish. 

Richard Burton showed that the writing on the Hamath in¬ 
scriptions was a hitherto unknown script. Perrot had recognised 
the art at Boghaz Kcui as hitherto unknown. Now Wright 
suggested that the sculptures and the inscriptions were the work 
of the people known in the Bible as the Hittites, and in 1884 
published his Empire of the Hittites, summarising all that was 
then known about them, including facsimiles of all the known in¬ 
scriptions and an attempt at decipherment of the cuneiform script 
by A. H. Sayce, Professor of Assyriology at Oxford. Four years 

1 American Journal of Archaeology, 39, 33. 

* British School at Athens, 30 nnd 31. 

2I 4 



DISCOVERY OF THE NEAR-EASTERN CIVILISATIONS 

later Saycc himself published his The Hittites: the Story of a 
Forgotten Empire , in which he atudied all the known remains and 
brilliantly inferred the forgotten empire of the Hittites. 

In 1906-8 German and Turkish excavators under Professor 
Hugo Winckler excavated the site found by Pcrrot and revealed 
Boghaz ICcui aa the capital of the Hittites, the city of Hattosas. 
The excavations were brief and inadequate, but they brought to 
light a large deposit of official archives consisting of thousands of 
tablets forming a sort of library of Foreign Office documents 
organised in the period 1350 and 1300 n.C., and mentioning 
peoples like the Egyptians, the Babylonians, the Cypriots and 
Ahhiyava, a people described as settled on the southern coasts of 
Asia Minor and Cyprus and now identified with the Achaeans. 
In 1923 Macalister wrote, in the first volume of the Cambridge 
Ancient History , that “in spite of heroic attempts, the hiero¬ 
glyphs of the Hittites have not yet been deciphered**. The next 
year the translation of many of these Hittite texts was announced, 
largely as the result of the work of the Czech scholar Friedrich 
Hrozny, whose Die Sprache der Hethitcr had appeared in 1917, 
and who had published the key to the translation of the Hittite 
documents in the Mittcilungcn der Dcutschcn Orient Gcsellschaft 
eight years before that. 1 Hrozny’s initial work was followed up 
by a team of workers including Ehclof, Figulla, Forrer, Weber, 
Weidner and Gotze, and the Boghaz Kcui correspondence began 
to be a part of our general knowledge of the most ancient East. 

Meanwhile other sites in central and eastern Anatolia were 
being excavated, IlQyiik (or Eyuk), near Aladja, some twenty miles 
north of Boghaz Kcui, ICuI Tepc, north of Kaisariych, Altaian, 
near Samsan, Scnjirli (the ancient Samal), and Sakjc-Geuzu, or 
Sakcagdzil. Scnjirli was excavated by the Germans under von 
Luschan. Huyiik and many other sites were visited by the 
expedition of the Liverpool University Institute of Archaeology, 
which started work in Anatolia in 1907 under John Garstang and 
which excavated Sakje-Geuzu the following year. This work has 
been continued by Professor Garstang for over forty years, 
culminating in the excavations of Mersin, and in his appointment 
as Director of the British School of Archaeology in Ankara in 1947. 
Our increased knowledge of the Hittites from these excavations 
and from the reading of the Boghaz Keui library was summarised 

1 No. 35 (1007). 
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in A. E. Cowley's The Hittites (1920), Contenau’s Aliments de 
Bibliographie Hittite (Paris, 1922), and later by Garstang’s Ilittitcs 
(1929). Carchemish, in north Syria, a southern outpost of the 
Hittite civilisation, was excavated before the 1914-18 War by a 
British Museum expedition under Hogarth, Campbell Thompson, 
Lawrence and Woolley. 1 

But it was not only our knowledge of the Ilittites that was 
improved by these excavations. Gradually earlier prc-IIittitc 
civilisations and cultures were distinguished in central and eastern 
Anatolia comparable with those known from the early levels of 
Troy. In 1893 Chantre made archaeological explorations in 
Anatolia, which included a sondage through Orta HUyUk; his 
findings were published in his Rccherchcs Archiologiques dans 
I’Asie Occident ale: Mission cn Cappadoce, in 1898, and included 
painted pottery. In 1903 J. L. Myrcs compared this Cappadocian 
painted pottery with the Bronze Age painted pottery from Cyprus 
and Sicily, and the then little-known Thessalian painted pottery, 
a comparison sustained by dc Morgan in his Prdhutoire Orientale 
(iii, 1927). In 1926 de Genouillac published the Anatolian 
painted pottery from the Louvre in his Cdramique Cappadociemte, 
suggesting that it represented two distinct periods, including 
pottery painted in dark on a white slip resembling the painted 
wares from Thessaly and the Trans l Danubc area. At Sakje- 
Gcuzu, Garstang distinguished four occupations, which he labelled 
Early Neolithic, Later Neolithic, Early Painted and Later Painted.* 
The Neolithic pottery included a black ware sometimes decorated 
with a white incised pattern, which Garstang compared with 
similar wares from Troy and Crete, some of the early painted 
wares he compared with Susa and Anau rather than with Aegean 
painted wares. 

What was now needed in Anatolian prehistory was an excavation 
in central or eastern Anatolia comparable with the great work of 
Schliemann and Dorpfeld at Troy. The German re-excavations 
at Boghaz Keui tied some of the Cappadocian painted wares into 
the historical Hittite sequence but were unable to provide a com¬ 
plete sequence of central Anatolian prehistory. This was the aim 
of the Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago, which in 


1 Woolley, Lawrence and Hogarth, Carchemish: Report an the Excavations 
at Djtrabii (1914, 1921). 

s Liverpool Annals, I (1*908), 97 ff. ; The Land oj the Hittites (1910), 298-316. 
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the mid twenties planned a full investigation of Hittitc civilisation 
by exploration, survey, and excavation. The explorations began 
in 1926, when, in one season, Von der Osten found over three 
hundred new sites in Anatolia, including no less than seventy in the 
Kuzul Irmak basin. The most promising of these was a hiiyiik near 
Alishar village, 128 miles south-east of Ankara. Alishar Hiiyiik, 
a mound over 100 feet high, was cxcavutcd by Von der Osten 
and 15 . F. Schmidt between 1927 and 1932. It was a complete 
excavation carried out with great thoroughness and efficiency, 
and the reports published in the Communications and Publications 
of the Oriental Institute constitute one of the most important 
contributions to archaeological scholarship made in the twentieth 
century. 1 Four principal levels were distinguished, as follows: 
Alishar A, a Chalcolithic culture (classified in some of the earlier 
reports as Neolithic), characterised by self-coloured black to red 
pottery and dated to the fourth millennium b.c. ; Alishar B, a 
Copper Age culture (classified in the earlier reports as Alishar I), 
with five building levels occupying 11 metres of deposit, and dated 
from 3000 to 2400 B.c.; Alishar C, an early Bronze Age culture 
(classified in the earlier reports as Alishar III), characterised by the 
Cappadocian painted pottery and dated from 2400 B.c. to the rise 
of the first Hittitc Empire circa 2000 B.C., which is represented by 
Alishar D (classified in the earlier reports as Alishar II). 

Further knowledge of this Anatolian sequence was provided by 
excavations at Ahlatlibel, near Ankara, where Dr Hamit Zubeyr 
Kosay, Director of Antiquities and Museums in Turkey, found 
settlements and burials of the Copper Age comparable with 
Alishar B a ; and at Alaca Hiiyiik. Alaca lies thirty-five miles 
north of Boghaz Keui and was excavated by Dr Kosay from 1935 
onwards 3 ; here he found a fourth-millennium Chalcolithic 
culture comparable with Alishar A, represented by four building 
levels and characterised by a coarse grey-and-pink ware with, in 
addition, about five per cent, of an unusual black slip ware with 

1 E. F. Schmidt, Anatolia througli the Ages ; Discoveries at the Alishar 
Mound, 7037-29 : Oriental Institute Communuationt, No. II (Chicago, 1931): 
Von der Often and Schmidt, The Alishar Huyuk Excavations, 19*7-32; Oriental 
Institute Publications. 8 vols., 1930-37. 

' Kosay, Ahlatlibel Hafriyati {TUrk Tarih Arheologya m Etnogrqfya Derail, 
II, 1934). , , 

1 R. O. Arik, “Lea Fouille* d’Alaca lioyuk . . . rapport pr£liminairc arn¬ 
ica trnvaux en 1935” {Pub. de la Soditi d'Hist. Turque, Ankara, 1937); Kosay, 
Illustrated London Newt, July ai, 1945, 78 ff. * 
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geometrical designs in black paint and incised or dotted patterns, 
succeeded by a prc-Hittite culture which Koaay dates from 3000 
to 2100 B.C., and calls Copper Age, and alternatively Old or Early 
Bronze Age, and equates with Alishar B and C. The Alaca 
Copper Age contained four building levels, and, among dwellings 
dated roughly to the middle of the third millennium n.c., Kosay 
found thirteen rich graves, which he describes aR “ those of 
thirteen members of a royal family whose bodies were placed 
inside jars”; accompanying the burials were metal Run-discs, 
idols and figures of bulls and stags, as well aR ornaments, weapons 
and vessels, many of them gold. Kosay declares with some 
justice that, both in point of wealth and of craftsmanship, Alaca 
Huy ilk bears comparison with the material from the so-called 
Royal Tombs at Ur. 

In the last fifteen years important discoveries have been made 
at three sites in south-east Turkey—at Mersin, on the Cilician 
Plain, at Alalakh, near Aleppo, and at Karatcpc, in the foothills of 
the Taurus mountains. 

A preliminary study of remains in the Cilician plain by 
Gjerstad 1 was followed in 1936-37 by the Ncilson Expedition, 
under Garstang, which listed over a hundred hiiyiiks in the small 
ared studied, made preliminary excavations at Chaushli Hiiyiik, a 
few miles north-west of Mersin, and then carried out many seasons' 
work until the war at Yumuk Tcpi, or Souk Su Hiiyiik, usually 
referred to as the Mersin Tell. 3 Here a succession of levels was 
revealed, of which levels XII to XVI were classified ns Chalcolithic. 
Level XII, which underlay a gap in the sequence, was classified as 
Late Chalcolithic and dated to about 3000 b.c.; levels XIII and 
XIV were classified as Middle Mersin Chalcolithic ii, with Uruk 
w'ares in it; levels XV and XVa were classified as Middle Mersin 
Chalcolithic i, and contained wares resembling those of Arpachiyah 
and Al’Ubaid; while level XVI was classified as standard Mersin 
Chalcolithic, described as contemporary with Tell Halaf poly¬ 
chrome wares and dated to 3600 b.c. or earlier. Beneath this 
Halaf Chalcolithic were found, first, a culture with painted pottery 
recalling to some extent that of Ninevitc I and II, which was 
considered to be pre-Halaf in date and classified as proto- 
Chalcolithic, and then a Neolithic culture with worked obsidian 

1 Gjaratad, u Cilician Studies," Revue Archfologiaue, III, 1934 - 

1 Garstang, Liverpool Annals <5 f Archaeology ana Anthropology, X937-40. 
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tools and black and brown burnished pottery and polished stone 
axes. The pre-Halaf industries at Mersin were specially studied 
by Burkitt, who claims the Neolithic there as one of the oldest 
post-Palaeolithic cultures in the Near East and dates it at least to 
5500 D.c. : he compares the pottery with the lowest at Nineveh, 
with some of the incised wares in the lowest levels at Alishar, and 
with sites in Thessaly such as Lianokladi I, Rakhmnni I and Tsani 
Maghala. 1 Seton Lloyd compares some of the early Mersin 
wares with those found by him at Hassunah. 

Atchana-Alalakh was excavated by Woolley in 1946 and in 1947. 
It was revealed ns the undent Hittite capital of what is now the 
province of Hatay, in Turkey, which was destroyed in 1200 b.c. 
and which had nine periods of occupation going back from 
1200 B.C. to the twentieth century b.c. Before this Woolley 
discovered a developed Copper Age culture with plain and painted 
pottery showing astonishingly little change for at least fifteen 
hundred years. Atchana-Alalakh itself had no occupation levels 
earlier than this Copper Age culture, but at Tayanat, near by, a 
Chicago expedition found Neolithic and Chalcolithic remains, 
and in 1947 Woolley excavated a low mound two miles west of 
Atchana which yielded plain and painted pottery, flints and 
obsidian tools, some seals and a fragment of copper. The 
Chalcolithic painted pottery at Tayanat and at the site west of 
Alalakh compares closely with that found at Mersin, while the 
burnished wares from Tayanat compare with the earlier unpainted 
wares of Anatolia.* 

At Karatepe, in the foothills of the Taurus, where the Jeihan 
river forces its way into the plain of Adana, a nco-Hiltite city was 
found in 1945 with sculptures showing Aegean influences and 
inscriptions of great value, some of which refer to the Danuna, 
Danauna, or Danau, who have long been identified with the 
Danaoi who fought on the side of the Achaeans at Troy. 3 

Sir John Myres described, as early as 1903, what he called the 
"endemic gourd ware of Anatolia" which appeared in Troy I, 
at Yortan and at Sakje-Geuzu, and on which he defined his Red- 
ware or Anatolian culture. He distinguished this culture as the 
source of new elements introduced into Anau II and into Susa, 


» M. C. Burkitt, "The Earlier Cultures at Menin,” Liverpool Annolt, 1939, 
53 ff. 

* The Timet of London. 

• Ibid., April 24 1947. , 
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and identified it as the probable source of the Danubian, taking 
it9 home area to be from north Palestine to the Hellespont and 
embracing all Anatolia to the Upper Euphrates. My res dis¬ 
tinguished an earlier Neolithic stage in which the clay was black 
and hand-burnished and a later Chalcolithic stage with brick-red 
pottery. It seems likely from the excavations at Alishar and 
Alaca that the earliest food-producing Anatolian culture should be 
classified as Chalcolithic (or Cuprolithicor Acneolithic or Mixoneo- 
lithic—whichever term is favoured). Bittcl 1 argues for a common 
Anatolian Chalcolithic culture, but Von der Oaten sees two 
Chalcolithic cultures, a west Anatolian with Troy 1 as type site 
and closely connected with the Balkan cultures, and a central 
Anatolian with Alishar A as type site and closely connected with 
the Danubians and Black Earth cultures. Von der Osten sees the 
same duality in the succeeding Copper Age cultures of Anatolia, 
except that he considers the west Anatolian Copper Age of Therm! 
and Troy II developed out of the west Anatolian Chalcolithic 
culture, whereas the central and east Anatolian Copper Age 
culture of Alishar, Alaca and Ahlatlibel is new, and represents 
a break with the earlier central Anatolian Chalcolithic culture. 
At Alalakh and Tayanat, Woolley considers that the earlier “Lute 
Neolithic” culture is an extension southwards of the Anatolian 
Chalcolithic but that the Copper Age culture was introduced by a 
westward expansion of Upper Mesopotamian people. 

6. Palestine , Syria and Cyprus 

The biblical settings in Syria and Palestine had given from 
an early date the archaeology of those areas an interest comparable 
with that in the archaeology of Mesopotamia and Egypt. Among 
early nineteenth-century travellers Burckhardt discovered Petra 
in 1809, Edward Robinson, an American Congregationalist 
missionary, published the results of surveys made from 1838 to 
1852 in his Biblical Researches in Palestine , while in i860 Renan 
made valuable surveys in Phoenicia. The Palestine Exploration 
Fund was founded in London in 1865, and embarked in 1870 on 
a survey of antiquities under the direction of Conder, Tyrwkit 
Drake and later a young sapper who ultimately became Lord 
Kitchener. Excavations began with Warren’s work in and around 
Jerusalem in 1867-70 and the work of Petrie and Bliss at Tell 

1 " Prachistorischu Forschuvgen in Klcinnsien,” Istanbul Porschtmgen, 1934. 
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el-Hcsy in 1891-92. The site of Gezer was identified at Tell 
Jezcr in the nineteenth century by Clermont-Ganneau and was 
excavated by R. A. S. Macalister for the Palestine Exploration 
Fund in 1902-8, where he found early Neolithic dwellers in caves, 
some natural and some artificial, while in the Early Bronze Age 
several of the caves were used for burials and a city grew up, 
forerunner of the historic Gezer, whose stone pillars have been 
interpreted by Macalister as a Cauaanitc high place and by 
Walzingcr ns memorial stones of kings of the city. 1 

IJeth-shcmcah, the modem Ain Shems, or Tell cr-Rumcilch, 
lying south-east of Gezer, was excavated for the Palestine 
Exploration Fund by Dr Duncan Mackenzie in 1911-12, and re- 
exenvated by Professor Elihu Grant, of Havcrford College, from 
1928 inwards; the excavations revealed a succession of cities from 
2000 b.c. to its destruction by Nebuchadnezzar II about 600 B.c. 8 
Mcgiddo, the modern Tell el-Mutescllim, was first excavated by 
Schumacher, of the Deutsche Orient Gesellschaft, who made a 
sondage through the mound in 1903-5 3 ; large-scale excavation 
of the site was begun by the Oriental Institute of Chicago in 1925, 
first under C. S. Fisher and later under P. L. O. Guy and Gordon 
Loud. Megiddo was revealed as a city in die Early Bronze Age 
with continuing occupations until near the end of the twelfth 
century, when the Canaanite city was destroyed, while the 
Israelite occupation began about half a century later. In 1937 
Gordon Loud excavated the palaces of the princes who at Megiddo 
ruled on behalf of the Egyptian pharaohs. 4 Debir, the ancient 
Kiriath-sepher, was another site giving much the same story; 
it was identified with the mound of Tell Beit Mirsim, thirteen 
miles south-west of Hebron, and excavated by Kyle and Albright 
on behalf of the Pittsburgh Xenia Theological Seminary and the 
American School of Oriental Research in Jerusalem; above a 
Late Bronze Age city is a great burned layer, and above it Israelite 
remains of just after 1200 b.c. 4 

On the north coast of Syria, opposite Cyprus, the site of Ras 

1 Macalister, The Excavation at Oexer, 19x2; and Bible Side-Lights from 
the Mound of Gexer, X90C. Carl Watxinger, Denkmdler Paldstsnas, I (1933)# 
63 ff. 

* E. Grant, BetJi Shemsth (1929); Aim Shems Excavations (5 voli., 193 »“ 39 )* 

1 Schumacher and Stcuemagel, Tell el-Mutesellim (1908). 

1 Loud. The Megiddo Ivories (1939). 

1 M. G. Kyle, Excavating Kirjath-Sepher’s Ten Cities (1934). Albright, 
Annual of the American Schools of Oriental Research, ia, 13, 17, ai-aa. 
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Shamra (ancient Ugarit) was discovered almost by chance in 1929 
and excavated during the ten years before the 1939 war by 
Schaeffer. Ras Shamra revealed a long succession of cultures 
going back to the Neolithic, where plain and incised pottery 
occurs which Schaeffer compares with the Neolithic of Mersin 
and others with the Neolithic of Nineveh and Tel Hassunah. A 
flourishing Chalcolithic city succeeded the Neolithic settlement 
and in the second millennium B.c. this city was mentioned as 
Ugarit in the Tell el-Amuma letters, in llittite correspondence 
and in Egyptian inscriptions. Ugarit was destroyed by un 
earthquake in the middle of the fourteenth century, hut was 
reconstructed, and finally destroyed by people from the north and 
the peoples of the sea at the end of the thirteenth and the beginning 
of the twelfth century B.C. Ugarit was a sort of international 
port and from the fifteenth to the twelfth centuries was under the 
influence of Egypt, the Hittites and the Myccnacans. In a library 
at Ras Shamra between the two great temples of the city were 
found hundreds of clay tablets dating from the fifteenth and early 
fourteenth centuries. These bear texts in a cuneiform alphabet, 
the earliest known alphabet, in a language identified by Professor 
Bauer of Halle as Semitic, and finally deciphered by Bauer, and 
the French scholars Virollcaud and Dhormc. The language of 
Ugaritic is closely related to Phoenician and biblicul Hebrew; 
the discovery of the Ras Shamra tablets and the relation of their 
material to the Bible has given rise to a large literature. 1 

While Schaeffer was working year after year at Ras Shamra, 
Garstang began at Jericho. Jericho had been first excavated by 
Professor Ernst Sellin, of the Deutsche Orient Gesellschaft, in 
1907-9 *; Garstang’s excavations were from 1930-36 and revealed 
a remarkable succession from Neolithic times through to its 
destruction, as described in Joshua vi. The Neolithic occupation 
at Jericho occupied levels IX to XVII; only in level IX was there 
pottery, levels X to XVII contained no pottery, but the inhabitants 
of Jericho were living in houses with walls of beaten earth, they 
practised agriculture, had cattle, sheep, goats and pigs, and a flint 

1 Schaeffer, in Syria, 1929-39, and Tht Cuneiform Texts of lias Shamra- 
Ugarit (1939); ontl Ugaritica, itudes relatives aux dteouvertes do Ras Shamra 
(* 939 )i J- W. Jack, The Ras Shamra Tablets, their Bearing on the Old Testament 
(* 935 ); R- Dusaaud, Lts Dicouverles de Rat Shamra {Ugarit) tl I'Ancien 
Testament (*937). 

* Sellin and Watzingcr, Jericho (1913). 
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industry. Garstang and Ben Dor believed that the Jericho 
Neolithic pottery had been locally invented, but Droop docs not 
agree with this view. The Jerichoan Neolithic pottery has been 
compared with the Nineveh Neolithic and the Hasaunah pottery, 
and may well be partly intrusive and partly indigenous. Garstang 
divides the Stone Age in Jericho into a first Neolithic, which he 
dates from 4000 to 4500 b.c. (levels X to XVII), a second Neolithic 
(level IX), which he dates from 3500 to 4000 B.c. and equates 
with the Halafian, and u third Neolithic (level VIII), which is 
elsewhere labelled Chalcolithic or Jerichoan, and is dated 3000- 
3500 B.C. and made contemporary with the Ubaid and Jemdet 
Naur periods of Mesopotamian prehistory. Jericho became a 
city in the Early Bronze Age at about 3000 b.c. and Gnrstang 
distinguished four cities between this date and its destruction as 
described in Joshua, This destruction is dated by Garstang to 
1400 b.c., by Father Vincent to 1250 B.c., and by Professor Ernest 
Wright to somewhere between 1475-1300 b.c. 1 * * 

An early Neolithic comparable with that of Jericho was studied 
by Ren6 Neuville at the site of El Khiam, excavated by him in 
1930-34. El Khiam is an open station on the banks of the Wadi 
Kareitoum, south-west of Bethlehem. Neuville distinguished 
here three cultures, a Caspian, a Natufian, and later a culture 
which he called the Tahunian, after a site south of Palestine 
found by P6re Buzy.* Neuville divides the Tahunian at El Khiam 
into two levels, Tahunian I, which he claims developed out of the 
Natufian IV, and Tahunian II, which has pottery developed out of 
Tahunian I. 9 

Another site excavated by Neuville is Telcilat Chassul, just 
north of the Dead Sea and not far from Jericho. Here was found 
a culture much advanced from the Neolithic Tahunian, with 
painted pottery, houses of mud brick, with walls plastered and 
decorated with mural paintings. To this Chalcolithic culture 
the name Ghassulian has been given. 4 * * 

The site of Lachish was identified first at Umm Lakis and 

1 Garstang. Liverpool Annals, 1932-36; Joshua-Judgts, The Foundation » 
' of Bible History (1931); J. Garstang and J. B. E. Garstang, The Story of Jericho 
(1940). 

* D. Buzy, “ Unc Industrie m6solithiquc cn Palestine," Revue Biblioue, 1934. 

* El Khiam is unpublished in detail but described in Ncuville’s "Le 
Prdhiatorique de Palestine,” Revue Biblioue, 1934. 

4 Mnllon, Kocppel and Neuville, "Telcilat Ghassul I,” Compte Rendu det 

Fouillet de VImtitut Biblique Pontifical , 1929-32. ' 
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later, by Petrie, ct Tell el-Hcsy, where he dug in 1891 x ; in 1933 
it was finally identified at Tell ed-Duwcir, where excavations 
began under the Wellcomc-Marston Archaeological Expedition 
in 1933. These were directed by J. L. Starkey, until his murder 
by brigands in January 1938, and, afterwards, hy C. H. Inge and 
Lankester Harding. These excavations revealed a cnvc-dwclling 
settlement in the Early Bronze Age, giving way to a succession of 
cities. Among the important discoveries at Lachiah were a bowl 
and a jar in a Late Bronze Age temple, on which were inscriptions 
written in an early type of Canaanitc script found in n few other 
sites and forming a link between proto-Sinaitic and the earliest 
known Phoenician alphabets.® In 1933-34 Madame Judith 
Marquct-Krausc excavated ct-Tell (the ancient Ai), a 9itc thirteen 
miles west-north-west of Jericho; here she found another im¬ 
portant city of the Early Bronze Age, destroyed about 2200 n.c. 
and later occupied by a village settlement.® 

These and other excavations in the last fifty years in Palestine 
and Syria have built up a picture of the culture succession there; 
first a Neolithic culture such as that of Jericho, Ras Shamra, El 
Khiam, and Djededieh, 4 and which Ncuville calls Tahunian; 
secondly the Chalcolithic culture which has sometimes been called 
the Jerichoan; and thirdly the Canaanitc Bronze Age with its 
great development of cities, many of them great trading centres 
with the Egyptians to the south, the Hittites to the north, the 
Mesopotamian city-states to the cast, and the Myccnaeans on the 
west; and fourthly, the destruction of these Bronze Age cities 
round about the period 1400-1200 b.c. by invaders from the 
north, west and south, these latter in Palestine being the Israelites. 

Interest in the archaeology of Cyprus began with the develop¬ 
ment of interest in Mycenaean civilisation outside Greece. 
Dlimmler went to Cyprus and was able to relate some of the finds 
of Cretan archaeology with material already found in Greece and 
the Aegean. In 1865 General Louis Palma di Ccsnola was 
appointed American consul in Cyprus. His collections went to 

' Petrie, 7 W/ el-Hesy ( Lackith ), 1891; P. J. Bliss. A Mound of Matty Cities 
1*894). 

3 Tufnell, fnge and Harding. Lachith 1 J (Tell ed Duweir): The Fosse 
Temple (1940). 

1 American Journal of Archaeology, 1936, 158. 

4 Djededieh is a site in Syria not yet published, hut referred to in Braidwood's 

paper '‘Mounds in the Plain of Antioch," Chicago, 1937. Level XIV is the 
Neolithic culture. • 
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the Metropolitan Museum of New York, of which he became 
Director, and the account of his work was published in his Cyprus: 
its ancient Cities, Tombs and Temples (1877). The Cyprus Museum 
was founded in 1883, four years after the island came into British 
occupation. J. L. Myrcs and Max Ohnefalsch-Richtcr catalogued 
and arranged the new museum; their Cyprus Museum Catalogue 
wa9 published in 1899, and in 1915 Myres published his Handbook 
of the Cesnola Collection. The modern era in Cyprus archaeology 
begins in the twenties with the .Swedish excavations under Gjerstad 
between 1927-31. These excavations laid a sure foundation of 
our knowledge of the Cyprus Bronze Age. The first Neolithic 
site in Cyprus, at Erimi near Limasol, was excavated by Dikaios 
in 1933. 1 

7. The New Past 

VVc have traced in this chapter, very briefly, the development 
in the last fifty years of our archaeological knowledge regarding 
the prehistory and protohistory of the Near East. It is a splendid 
story stretching back into the late nineteenth century, to the heroic 
days of Petrie and Schliemann in Egypt and the Aegean, and 
leading us to the present very detailed knowledge of the early 
archaeology of a large area extending from Egypt and the Aegean 
to north-west India and Transcaapia. It is a story which can 
only for convenience sake be divided into approximate geo¬ 
graphical or political areas as we have done here. Behind the 
details of excavations and the local records of work there emerges 
the talc of what Childe calls the Most Ancient East, the talc of 
the development of peasant village communities—whether these 
be formally Neolithic or Chalcolithic—in the sixth or seventh 
millennium b.c., and the development among these early peasant 
village communities of the great urban prehistoric or protohistoric 
civilisations of Egypt, Palestine and Syria, Anatolia, Mesopotamia, 
Iran and the Aegean. It ia this great story which Breasted 
triumphantly described as “the New Past” of man. 

This story is, of course, not only in the province of prehistoric' 
archaeology, but is in the provinces of those specialist studies 
which have grown up to deal with all the sources of information 

* Gjcrstnd, Lindroa, Sjoqviat nnd Wcatholm, The Stccduh Cyprus Expedi¬ 
tions : J937-3T. See aiao Gjerstad, "The Swedish Excavations in Cyprus,” 
Antiquity, 1928, 189; and Casaon, Ancient Cyprus. t 
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—material and non-material—about the Near-Eastern civilisations. 
Egyptology was the earliest of these specialist studies to develop; 
beginning with Napoleon's savants and the decipherments of 
Young and Champollion, it came of age, as Gianvilie has recently 
said, 1 in the sixties of last century. The example of Egyptology 
must prepare us for the emergence, as Casson feared, 2 of 
Sumcrology, Hittitology and Minology. 

Behind these specialist studies of the early civilisations, 
prehistoric archaeology has been trying to answer the difficult 
questions of the ultimate origins of these civilisations. It was 
Egypt that was first thought of as the home of civilisation, once 
this problem had been thought of at all, and in terms other than 
those of migrations from Central Asia or the Hindu Kush. I-ce, 
in his translation of Keller’s Lafte Dwellings, asserts confidently 
that Egypt was then generally considered the cradle of civilisation, 
while in 1907 George Massey, with equal confidence, called his 
book Ancient Egypt: The Light of the World —long before Elliot 
Smith accepted the Chair of Anatomy at Cairo. 

The dethronement of Egypt by Mesopotamia as the home of 
civilisation began with the discovery of the Sumerians, was helped 
by the over-advocacy of Egypt as the cradle of all civilisation 
by Elliot Smith nnd Perry, and has continued as sites like Tell 
Hassunah have revealed the great antiquity of Mesopotamian 
prehistory, and as analyses like those of Mrs E. J. Baumgftrtel 
have thrown doubts on the antiquity of the most ancient Egyptian 
“ Neolithic ” of Lower Egypt. Others, like Albright and Garstang, 
have emphasised the antiquity of the Palestinian Neolithic and 
Chalcolithic cultures, while Herzfcld has put in a claim for Iran 
as the home of the first food-producing economy. Attempts 
have been made to distinguish certain provinces among the first 
peasant village communities of the Near East. Myrcs dis¬ 
tinguished his Red-Ware or Anatolian province as early as the 
first decade of the present century. Many have spoken of a 
painted-pottery culture or civilisation, but Frankfort demonstrated, 
ns we have said, that this was an abstraction, and distinguished 
several 9tyles and cultures within what he described as his Iranian 
or Highland culture. McCown, as we have seen, has made a 
subdivision of Frankfort’s Highland culture into two groups, and 

1 The Growth and Nature oj Egyptology, 1947, passim. 

• Archaeology, bo. 
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it may be that detailed analysis on these and similar lines will 
eventually enable us to see the origins and growth of the peasant 
village communities in their proper perspectives. At present it 
remains true that wc can still not give a complete picture of that 
great change in human history which Childe has described as the 
Neolithic Revolution. 

But it does appear likely that some of the earliest peasant 
village sites may well be those in Syria, north Iraq and east 
Anatolia characterised by Neolithic burnished and incised wares, 
which Scton Williams haa recently studied and mapped. 1 These 
Neolithic peasant villages were succeeded by the Chalcolithic 
cultures or civilisation, which with Frankfort we may classify into 
four groups: the Egyptian, the Anatolian-Transcaucasian (Myrcs’s 
red-gourd ware group), the Syrian, and the Highland or Iranian, 2 
and it is as part of these Chalcolithic economies that the city-states 
of the Near East came into being. With the city-states we move 
out of the zone of absolute prehistory and begin to deal with the 
literate civilisations of the Most Ancient East. 


* M. V. Scton Williams, "Neolithic Burnished Wares in the Near East," 
Irao, 1048, 34 if. 

* See Frankfort, Archaeology and the Sumerian Problem (Oriental Institute, 
Chicago, 1932); and Studies in Early Pottery in the Near East (Royol Anthro¬ 
pological Institute), 1924 und 1927. 



CHAPTER SEVEN 


EUROPEAN PREHISTORY: 1900-50 


i. Discovery 

T HE first forty years of the twentieth century, from the 
point of view of European prehistory, is one of tremendous 
discovery and advance, and this despite the fact tliut the 
energies of most prehistorians and archaeologists were hampered 
or locked up in other pursuits during the war years of 1914-18 and 
1939-45. The period was characterised, to use Georges Daux’s 
phrase, by the "multiplication et extension des rechcrchcs". 1 A 
notable and brilliant attempt to summarise these researches early 
in the century was made by Joseph D^chclcttc in his great Manuel 
d'Archcologie. The first volume of this remarkable work, originally 
entitled Manuel d'Archeologie Prriiistorique, Critique, et Gallo - 
rornaine, was published in 1908; it was the prriiistorique part. 
Volume II, the Critique ou Protohistorique part, came out in several 
volumes, the Bronze Age in 19x0, Hallstatt in 19x3 and the La 
Tine in 1915, with appendices in X910 and 1913. Dichclctte was 
killed early in the war in 1914, and his work completed by Albert 
Grenier. A more ambitious summary is the Reallexikon der 
Vorgeschichle, edited by Max Ebert, and published in Berlin 
between 1924-32 in fifteen volumes. 

Another attempt to summarise the developments of European 
prehistory was begun after the 1914-18 War by Professor R. A. S. 
Macalister in his Textbook of European Archaeology , but this never 
got beyond the first volume, published in 1921, and dealing only 
with the Palaeolithic periods. No one has since attempted on the 
scale of D^chelette, or on the scale projected by Macalister, a 
summary and survey of European prehistory as a whole. Such a 
work is needed; indeed even general surveys of European pre¬ 
history are notably lacking. A number of surveys of the develop¬ 
ment of prehistoric archaeology to the beginning of the thirties 
1 La £mpes d'ArthMogie, chapter iv, patuni. 
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was made under the auspices of the Romisch-Germanischc Com¬ 
mission, among which that of Kendrick and Hawkes, republished 
in English as Archaeology in England and Wales, 1914-31, justly 
achieved great fame. We should also mention a survey of French * 
archaeology published about the same time as part of the pro¬ 
ceedings of the Congris Archcologique de France in 1934, in which 
l’Abb6 Brcuil and R. Lantier summarised a century of archaeo¬ 
logical work. After the 1939-45 War the Prehistoric Society of 
Great Britain has instituted a series of national surveys of 
archaeological progress. The nearest we get to general surveys 
of European archaeology arc V. G. Childe’s Dawn of European 
Civilisation, first published in 1925, and C. F. C. Hawkes’s 
Prehistoric Foundations of Europe (1940). These two works cover 
mainly the period from the Mesolithic to the end of the second 
millennium n.c., but they give a remarkable indication of the 
extent and rapidity of prehistoric research when compared with, 
say, Ddchelette, or, more properly, with de Mortillet’s Le Pri - 
historique of 1903, and Rice Holmes’s Ancient Britain and the 
Invasion of Julius Caesar —for Ddchelettc was in many things well 
ahead of his time. 

While no general surveys of European prehistory exist, 
national surveys have been made which summarise our increased 
knowledge. In Spain there have been published three such 
summaries: Bosch-Gimpera’s Etnologia de la Peninsula Iblrica 
(Barcelona, 1932), and the first volumes of the great histories of 
Spain edited by Pericot y Garcia and Ramon Menendcz y Pidal. 

In Denmark, Brondsted’s great Danmarks Oldtid (1938-40) is 
a monument of what is required in prehistoric archaeology, while 
in Britain we have been fortunate in several detailed surveys: for 
Scotland, Childc’s Prehistory of Scotland (1935), for Ireland, Adolf 
Mahr’s New Aspects and Problems in Irish Prehistory, 1 for Wales, 
R. E. M. Wheeler’s Prehistoric and Roman Wales (1925) and 
Grimes's Guide to the Collections illustrating the Prehistory of 
Wales (1939), and for the British Isles, as a whole, Childe’s 
Prehistoric Communities of the British Isles (1940). We should 
also mention here the German series of surveys, the Hartdbuch der 
Urgeschichte Deutschlandsf which have included Sprockhoff’s Die 

1 Proe. Preh. Sac., IQ 37 > 261. 

• Seriea edited by Ernst Sprockhoff and fourteen of the twenty to cover 
pre-Roman times. 
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nordische Mcgalitkkultur (Berlin, 1938) nnd Buttlcr's Der Donau- 
landische und der Westische Kulturkreis der Juttgeren Stcinzeit 
(! 93 8 )- 

Wc have already described the nineteenth-century disputes 
about Tertiary Man, which began with the St Prcst discoveries of 
Desnoycrs and the Abbi Bourgeois in the sixties and might he said 
to reach their height with do Mortillet’s descriptions of Antkro- 
popithccus Bourgeoisie, Ramcsii and Ribeiroii - the makers of the 
eoliths. Claims and counterclaims of the authenticity of pre- 
Chcllcan artefacts punctuate the history of urchaeology towards 
the end of the nineteenth century, and the colithic controversy 
reached its height in the first two decades of the twentieth century. 
In 1894 Fritz Noetling discovered what he claimed as artefacts in 
Lower Pliocene beds at Ycnang Yung in Burma. The most 
celebrated claims in the last quarter of the nineteenth century 
were, however, those of Benjamin Harrison, a village shopkeeper 
of Ightham in Kent, who, stimulated by Gilbert White's Natural 
History of Selborne , Lycll’s Principles of Geology and Robert 
Chambers’s Vestiges of Creation, and encouraged by Lubbock, 
Prestwich and Geikic, began to collect stone tools in Kent, 
especially in the plateau gravels. Here he found wluit are now 
referred to as Harrisonian eoliths. Rutot claimed these gravels 
as Pliocene; Prestwich and Wallace accepted the authenticity of 
the finds, and Gcikic wrote to Harrison encouraging him in these 
words, that stone tools “will yet be found in such deposits nnd at 
such elevations as will cause the hairs of cautious archaeologists to 
rise on end ”. This is indeed what happened. Sir John Evans 
did not accept Harrison’s finds; the eolithic controversy became 
like a repetition of the controversy over the authenticity of the 
finds of de Perthes and Pengelly. In 1895 Harrison gave an 
exhibition of his eoliths at the Royal Society; in a way it recalled 
the famous meeting in 1859. 

But the acceptance of colitlis came more slowly than did that 
of Palaeolithic man. In 1907 de Munck and Rutot claimed to 
have found eoliths in Middle Oligoccnc beds at Boncclles, but a 
committee set up to study these claims rejected them and declared 
the Boncelles eoliths to be due to the pressure of overlying shifting 
strata. Many were much influenced in their view's on the eolithic 
problem by the observations of Boulc in VAnthropologic for 1905. 
Lavillc, of the Paris School of Mines, drew the attention of Boule, 
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Cartailhac and Obermaier to the apparent “eoliths ’* made by 
cement-mixers at Mantes and he argued from this that all eoliths 
were natural, although Professor Verwom insisted that the Mantes 
pseudo-eoliths were quite different from those found in situ at 
Boncellcs and by Harrison. Breuil, in another paper in L*Anthro¬ 
pologic in 1910, argued the natural origin of eoliths, and so did 
Hazzlcdine Warren in his paper in the Quarterly Journal of the 
Geological Society for 1921, in which he described naturally 
produced “ eoliths ” from the Eocene “ Bull-head ** bed at Grays, 
Essex. 

The change in the general attitude to prc-Chcllcan man was 
brought about by the discoveries in East Anglia of pre-Crag man. 
In 1905 W. G. Clarke published artefacts from the Norwich Crag 
and the Red Crag of Suffolk, but the leading protagonist of pre- 
Crag man was J. Reid Moir, who worked at sites in the neighbour¬ 
hood of Ipswich, and whose work is published in a wealth of 
papers, his Pre-Palaeolithic Man (Ipswich, 1919) and in his 
Antiquity of Man in East Anglia (1927). Sir E. Ray Lankester 
was a great protagonist of Moir’s finds; he published in 1914 the 
test specimen of one of Moir’s types, the so-called rostro-carinate, 
and said: “I am of the opinion that the probability that it was 
produced by human agency is so overwhelming as to constitute 
what is called ‘certainty’.** 1 At first, Boulc and Breuil would 
not accept Moir’s evidence, but in 1920 Breuil was convinced by 
the evidence at the Foxhall pit near Ipswich, and the following 
year, in the Congress at Lidge, publicly accepted them. From that 
time pre-Crag man gradually won acceptance, and of Moir’s work 
Kendrick has written: “it would be hard to name any one who 
has made such a memorable contribution to the study of English 
prehistory as that which is the fruit of his arduous and persistent 
labours 2 This is not to mean that Moir’s work has shown 
ail eoliths to be humanly manufactured; he showed that some 
pre-Chellean tools undoubtedly can be recognised. It may well 
be that it will always be difficult to recognise the earliest humanly 
fashioned tools. 

The first half of the twentieth century has seen the gradual 
elaboration of the simple succession of Palaeolithic cultures 
envisaged by de Mortillet. In this process of elaboration the 

1 Royal Anthropological Institute Occasional Papers, No. 4. 

* Kendrick and Howkes, Archaeology in England and Wales, 1914-31. P- 8 . 
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name of the Abbd Breuil will always be associated, and it was his 
advocacy and authority that got the Chcllcan rc-christcncd the 
Abbevillian. The Aurignacian had been reported by Lartet, but 
eventually left out of liis and of dc Mortillct’s classifications. 
Dupont had felt the need of some such epoch to account for the 
material in the eaves of Montaiglc and Hastiorc in Belgium, and 
in 1912 Breuil, seconded by Cartailhac and Kutot, reintroduced 
the Aurignacian into the Palaeolithic succession. He also pro¬ 
duced a complex subdivision of the Upper Palaeolithic which 
recognised three divisions of the Aurignacian and Solutrean and 
also six divisions of the Magdalcnian. Meanwhile discoveries of 
Palaeolithic art have steadily increased. In the early years of the 
century there were still people who doubted the authenticity and 
antiquity of Palaeolithic art; as the discoveries continued, and 
were made available to the public, doubts began to disappear. 
The famous engravings and paintings of Combarcllcs and Font 
dc Gaume were discovered in 1901 by Breuil, Capitan and Peyrony, 
and the story is one of continued discoveries leading to the truly 
great discovery of Lascaux in 1940 and the discoveries of Norbert 
Casteret and the Abbe Cathala in the Grotte de Fauzan in Hcrault 
in 1948. Among the most famous discoveries in this long list 
are those of the Count Begouen and his sons at Tuc d’Audoubert 
in 1912 and at Trois Frfcrcs in 1914, and of Norbert Casteret at 
Montespan in 1923. Caatcrct’s work, which has reached a wide 
public through his popular works such as Ten Years under the 
Earth (1934) and My Caves (1947), is an astonishing saga of 
ingenuity and endurance. Through the generosity of the Prince 
of Monaco, who founded the Institute of Human Palaeontology 
in Paris, a series of volumes has appeared describing the classic 
sites of the Cave Art of France and Spain. La Caveme d' Alt amir a 
was published in 1906-8 and La Caveme de Font-de-Gaume in 
1910. Most of these works are chiefly due to Breuil. 

Piette in 1895 had distinguished at Mas d’Azil two cultural 
horizons lying between the Magdalenian and Neolithic deposits, 
but for many years the recognition of these industries as neither 
Palaeolithic nor Neolithic but Mesolithic was confused by disputes 
regarding the ancien hiatus, and by suggestions of alternative 
names. Menghin wanted to group the Mesolithic industries with 
the Upper Palaeolithic industries and call them both Miolithic, 
while Obermaier proposed to distinguish the epi-Palaeolithic, in 
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which he included the Lilian and the Tardenoisian, and the 
proto-Ncolitkic , which comprised the Campignian, Kitchen- 
Midden and Asturian cultures. The Mesolithic was clearly 
defined by Macalister in 1921 in his Textbook of European Archae¬ 
ology , and was given definitive treatment by Grahamc Clark in his 
two books. The Mesolithic Age in Britain (1932) and The Mesolithic 
Cultures of Northern Europe (1936). These books showed how 
far the knowledge of the Mesolithic had travelled since Piette’s 
work at Mas d'Azil, or dc Mortillet's recognition of the 
Tardenoisian in 1896, or Sarauw’s excavations at MuUerup in rgoo. 
The work of Schwantes and Rust completed the bridging of the 
ancicn hiatus', in 1928 Schwantes recognised the significance of a 
Hint industry found on surface sites at Ahrcnsburg, north-cast of 
Hamburg, and in 1932 claimed a Hamburg culture contemporary 
with the late Magdalcnian of France. Excavations such as those 
of Rust at Meiendorf and Stellmoor gave stratigraphical proof 
of the succession of these Mesolithic cultures. 

Our knowledge of the Neolithic cultures of Europe by the 
beginning of the twentieth century was derived largely from the 
work in the Swiss lake dwellings, and in the bogs and megalithic 
tombs of northern Europe, and from the upward extension of 
Palaeolithic and Mesolithic studies in western Europe. A surer 
knowledge of Neolithic and Chalcolithic cultures began with the 
extension of excavation and comparative archaeology in south-east 
Europe. Tsountas excavated the stratified mound of Seaklo in 
Greece in 1901, and, two years later, the neighbouring mound 
of Dimini—a site already deserted when a Mycenaean tomb 
was constructed in the side of it. Tsountas’s discoveries were 
published in his Prehistoric Acropolis of Dimini and Sesklo (1908). 
Other discoveries were being made in similar mounds; these, as 
well as the pioneer researches of Tsountas, were summarised for 
English readers in Wace and Thompson’s book Prehistoric 
Thessaly (1912). The Neolithic cultures at Sesklo and Dimini 
were characterised by painted pottery; other painted-pottery 
cultures were being studied at the same time in Rumania and the 
Ukraine. As long ago as 1889 a Rumanian, by name Butureanu, 
had dug a painted-pottery Neolithic settlement at Cucuteni near 
Jassy; this was the first of many such sites to be studied, including 
LaRzlo’s work on Erosd, published in 1914. At the same time 
as these pairited-pottery cultures of south-east Europe were being 
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studied other work was revealing a non-painted-pottciy Neolithic 
culture—that now known as the Danubian—between south-east 
Europe and the Rhine. In 1902 Vassits began work at a Danubian 
site at Jablanica, in the Mornva valley, and soon after began work 
on the classic Danubian site of Vinca, near Belgrade. 

The comparative study of these sites developed as excavation 
proceeded. In 1903 Schmidt was able to study the painted- 
pottery cultures in general, though his own detailed publication 
of Cucuteni did not appear until 1932. The knowledge of these 
Neolithic cultures became available in Britain mainly through 
the writings of Gordon Childc, first in his study of the site of 
Schipenitz, 1 and then in his Danube in Prehistory and his Dawn. 
This knowledge has become intensified by the classic excavations 
of Danubian sites at the Goldberg and Koln-Lindcnthal. 

Our knowledge of Neolithic cultures in Atlantic Europe 
lagged behind the developments in south-eastern Europe, and 
was largely complicated by the collective tombs which have been 
interpreted in a wider variety of ways than have even most 
archaeological facts. Out of the welter of mcgalithic controversies, 
and due largely to stratigraphical analysis like that of Helena at 
Narbonnc, and Vouga in Switzerland, and to the painstaking 
regional surveys of collective tombs such as those of the Lcisncrs 
in Iberia, Le Rouzic in Brittany and van Giffen in Holland, we are 
now beginning to distinguish the various cultural elements that 
made up the Ncolithic/Clialcolithic cultures of western Europe. 
If we must put a date on these beginnings it should be 1913, when 
Schuchhardt distinguished his beutclstil or leathery pottery in 
western Europe *—the ceramic which Poisson called le style de 
bourse ,° Peake bag-ware, 4 and is now generally known as Western 
Neolithic pottery. The second great step forward in our under¬ 
standing of the Western cultures was the putting forward by 
Flcurc, Peake and Forde in 1930 6 of an alternative explanation of 
the Iberian mcgalithic tombs which linked the western Neolithic 

1 " Schipenitz: A Laic Neolithic Stotion with painted pottery in Bukowina,” 
Journal of the Royal Anthropological Institute, 1933. 263. 

* Westeuropa als alter Kullurkreii (1913) and Alteuropa in seiner Kultur und 
Stilentwicklung (1919). 

1 Poisson. Let Civilisations Siolithiques el £nJolitJriyncs de la France (1928). 

* H. J. E. Peake, "Some problems of the New Stone Age," Manchester 
Memoirs, 1937, 37. 

* Flcure and Peake, “ Megaliths and Beakers,’* Journal of the Royal 
Anthropological Institute, 1930, 47; Forde, “ Early Cultures of Atlantic Europe,*' 
American Anthropologist, 1930, *9. 
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cultures with those of the cast Mediterranean in a way that was 
not possible according to the then orthodox typologies advocated 
by Cartailhac, Leeds and Bosch-Gimpera. 

The Neolithic period in Britain remained until 1923, as Fox 
has said, "an ill-defined dumping ground for stone implements 
(other than Palaeolithic and Mesolithic) not known by clear-cut 
associations with datable grave deposits to be of the early metal 
age”. 1 Light had been thrown on British Neolithic industries 
by Schuchhardt’s recognition of the bcutelstil in 1913. Menghin 
and Kendrick noted that there were two distinct ceramics in 
Neolithic Britain, only one of which was the bcutelstil, which 
Menghin called Grimstonkcramik and Kendrick Wcxcombe 
ware, and the other a coarser, heavily decorated fabric which w r as 
culled Peterborough ware. 2 These distinctions were made clear 
by Leeds, 3 and the distinction was set out definitively in Piggott’s 
The Neolithic Pottery of the British Isles in 1932. 4 As the relation 
of the Windmill Hill people to the mcgalithic tombs was studied 
it became clear that there was a tliird, Atlantic, element in the 
British Neolithic, and now we see that even the division into 
three cultural elements—a southern or Windmill Hill, an eastern 
or Peterborough, and a western Atlantic or Mcgalithic—is not 
sufficiently complicated. The Atlantic element probably con¬ 
sisted of at least four groups, the Carlingford group, the Boyne 
group, the Scilly group, and the Severn-Cotswold group 6 while 
the eastern group is complicated by rusticated and grooved-ware 
groups, and Piggott proposes to distinguish separate groups in the 
Windmill Hill culture. So that the Neolithic, from being an 
ill-defined "epoch”, has become a series of roughly contemporary 
cultural patterns. 

Northern European archaeologists have for long been content 
to interpret the Neolithic period there in terms of Montelius’s 
four periods, except that doubts have been cast on the validity of 
his period I. The Montclian periods were rendered difficult to 
use because of their very close linkage in typology and name with 
the various classes of collective tombs. Recent work in northern 

1 Cambridge Historical Journal, 1947, P- »• 

1 Kendrick, The Axe Age (1025): Menghin, appendix to third edition of 
M. Hocmet't Urgeschichte der biidenden Kunst in Europa (1925). 

1 E. T. Leeds, Antiquaries' Journal, 1927, 459. 

* Archaeological Journal, 1932, 00. 

' See Daniel, The Prehistoric Chamber Tombs qj England and Wales (1950). 
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Europe, notably the excavation of settlement sites such as Trolde- 
bjerg, Blandebjcrg, Trclleborg, Bundso and Linde, has enabled 
a fresh evaluation of northern Neolithic cultures to be made into 
a framework of Early, Middle and Late Neolithic and the old 
bogy of the collective tombs in northern Europe to be laid at 
last. 1 

It would be impossible to chronicle here the immensely im¬ 
portant discoveries of the Bronze Age and Early Iron Age made in 
Europe in the last fifty years. In England alone Abcrcromby's 
Bronze Age Pottery of Great Britain and Ireland (1912) began a new 
era in the study of our Bronze Age, which continued with the work 
of Fox on bronze implements and weapons and the distributional 
and comparative studies of Grimes, Crawford and I‘iggott. 
Among the many excavations which have added enormously to 
our knowledge of the pre-Roman Iron Age in Britain should 
be mentioned those of Bullcid and Gray at the Glastonbury 
and Meare lake villages, that of Wheeler at Maiden Castle, of 
Hawkes at Colchester, of the Cunningtons at AH Cannings 
Cross, and of the Prehistoric Society under Dr Bersu at Little 
Woodbury. 

2. Interpretation 

We have seen that nineteenth-century archaeologists had been 
building up their discoveries into a picture which was essentially 
geological in outlook; it treated artefacts as though they were zone 
fossils, and divided man’s prehistoric past into epochs or ages 
characterised by assemblages of these zone fossils. It is often 
difficult, in reading the works of the late nincteenth-ccntury 
archaeologists, or looking at tables such as those which dc Mortillct 
printed with increasing complexity in the successive editions of 
Le Prihistorique , to understand clearly what they envisaged by 
these successions.* It is clear, however, that many did not 
bother to think at all, and were satisfied with the successions 
without attempting to understand them in terms of human 
development—and in this acquiescence the geological background 
must be remembered. When they were specific in trying to 
explain the prehistoric sequences, the late nineteenth-century 

1 For a summary of recent research in Northern Europe see Childe, The 
Culture-Sequence in the Northern Stone Age, Fourth Annual Report of Institute 
of Archaeology, University of London (1948). 

* An example of one of do Mortillct’s tables is given here (p. 237). 
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archaeologists adopted an evolutionary or a diffusionist point of 
view, or attempted to embrace them both. 

The point of view which has unfortunately been called the 
evolutionary view of prehistory suggests that the archaeological 
sequences betoken parallel development throughout the world, 
that, in Peake’s words, “most people had automatically passed 
through successive stages of culture, and that each had somehow 
leumed the arts of agriculture, pot-making and metallurgy, os 
soon as their intellectual condition had fitted them to make use of 
these industries “. This view, the view of the psychic unity of 
man, was a current one in anthropology and archaeology for u long 
time in the nineteenth century. It did seem at first sight to be 
the logical development of the holding of evolutionary views: 
man's cultural development was considered as an extension of 
man's physical development. 

Against this point of view stood the “ invasion ” or “ influence ” 
archaeologists. With a more historical and less geological sense 
of man, they saw that changes in culture in historical times were 
often due to the arrival of new people, and postulated similar 
invasions and movements of people in prehistoric times to account 
for sudden changes in the archaeological record. They were 
frankly diffusionists. It has been argued that the doctrines of 
diffusion in prehistory are due to Schmidt and Elliot Smith, or to 
borrowings from anthropology. Nothing could be further from 
the truth. The early Scandinavian archaeologists like Thomsen, 
Worsaae and Nilsson were all, in their way, as we have said earlier, 
diffusionists, and thought of northern prehistory in terms of 
invasions from Asia. And of course the last decades of the 
nineteenth century were much concerned with the interrelations 
of western Europe and the Aegean area in terms of cultural origins 
and priorities. We have already mentioned the battle between 
the slogans “Ex Oriente Lux” and “Le Mirage Oriental”; the 
protagonists of both schools were diffusionists. What interests 
us here is not whether the Eastern or the Western school was right, 
but the implications of the acceptance of diffusion as the mechanics 
of culture change in prehistoric times. If man’s culture had 
changed by the diffusion of trade, ideas, or people, then cultures 
apparently the same need not necessarily have flourished at the 
same time all over the world. Geology had got over this difficulty 
by describing geological sequences in different parts of the world 
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as homotaxial, and, as, wc have seen, Morgan tried to import the 
idea of homotaxy into prehistory. 1 It would not work; the time 
and the condition are material in prehistory and if the same con¬ 
ditions, to go on using Morgan’s words, flourish at different times, 
then these conditions define not periods of time but varieties of 
human culture, and different varieties may coexist. In brief, the 
epochs of the late nineteenth-century archaeologists were not 
epochs, but local varieties in the development of man’s culture. 
Boyd Dawkins, Morsclli, Bertrand and others had already seen 
this, hut most did not appear to realise that the acceptance of 
diffusion was in itself the negation of. the epochal idea. 

In the first half of the twentieth century four tilings contributed 
to the general realisation that the epochal idea was dead. The 
first was the demonstration, not the inference, of the contem¬ 
poraneity of the alleged periods or epochs. The second was the 
extension of prehistoric research first to eastern Europe and Africa, 
and then, all over the world. The third was the new orientation 
which archaeological studies received in the early twentieth 
century from human geography and anthropology. And the 
fourth was the marrying together of Near-Eastern and Aegean 
archaeology with European prehistory. 

In 1909 in the Grottc de Valle, near Gibaja (Santander), in 
North Spain, Breuil and Obermaier discovered a classic Azilian 
deposit together with microlithic flints of the typical geometric 
Tardenoisian form. "After this discovery”, as Osborn said, "it 
could no longer be questioned that the Azilian and Tardenoisian 
were contemporary.” What was true for the Mesolithic, namely 
the contemporaneity of several of the supposed "epochs”, 
appeared also to be true as each of the other great "stages" of 
human culture was studied. In the Lower and Middle Palaeo¬ 
lithic detailed studies revealed many industries instead of the 
simple succession Chellean (or Abbevillian), Acheulian, 
Mousterian. Breuil’s great paper of 1912* foreshadowed the 
break-up of the old epochal system of the Palaeolithic as described 
by de Mortillet, although it seemed at the same time to be the 
final elaboration of that scheme. Four years later Obermaier was 

1 On homotaxy, sec Huxley’s Anniversary Adtireaa to the Geological 
Society for i&Sa and for 1870. 

* "bet Subdivision* du Pultfolithique aup^ricur et Icur Signification,” 
Comptes Rend us of the Congrts International d'Anthropologic et d‘Arehtologie 
prihittoriquet, Geneva, iota; a second edition was produced in 1937. 

239 



A HUNDRED YEARS OF ARCHAEOLOGY 

distinguishing between flake and tool industries existing con¬ 
temporaneously side by side in the Palaeolithic, and his ideas 
were taken up, notably by Baer and Mcnghin. 1 As Brcuil 
extended his first-hand knowledge of the European palaeolithic 
industries to eastern Europe he was converted to the idea of 
contemporary groups rather than successive epochs; his paper 
Voyage PaUolithique cn VEurope ccntrale 1 is n landmark in this 
process of conversion. His paper on Lcvallois flakes in Man 
for 1926 marks the complete conversion, as docs Garrod's 
presidential address to the Prehistoric Society of East Anglia in 
1928.3 Five years later de Mortillct’s ideas had disappeared from 
the English textbooks, and works like Burkitt’s Old Stone Age and 
Leakey’s Adam's Ancestors were speaking in terms of these new 
ideas, while Brcuil was distinguishing three cultural groups 
among the Lower Palaeolithic flake industries: the Clactonian 
with the Langucdocian (a prolonged Clactonian), the Lcvalloisian, 
and the Tayacian, or Tayo-Moustcrian. 4 In the Upper Palaeo¬ 
lithic of France, instead of the simple succession Aurignacian, 
Solutrean and Magdalenian, similar contemporaneous industries 
have been distinguished. Peyrony, carrying on the work of 
Breuil, grouped the Lower and Upper Aurignacian together into 
the Perigordian, re-defining the Aurignacian as the old Middle 
Aurignacian, and arguing that Aurignacian stnsu novo and Peri¬ 
gordian were contemporary in south France. Peyrony’s thesis 
has been modified by Garrod, who distinguishes a Chatclpcrronian 
(old Lower Aurignacian) and a Gravettian (old Upper Aurignacian) 
in his Perigordian, while agreeing on the contemporaneity of 
certain phases of the old Aurignacian. 8 

In studying the Neolithic, Capitan distinguished five groups 
—the old European Neolithic, the Nordic, the Campignian, the 
Megalithic and the Lake Dwelling, and did not regard these as 
successive epochs but as roughly contemporary phases of culture. 
In northern Europe Sophus Muller distinguished several con¬ 
temporaneous industries in the Neolithic instead of the four 

* See Appendix to the third edition of Hoemea’a Urgcschiehte der bildenden 
Kurut (1935). 

* VAnthropologic. XXXIII end XXXIV. 

* Proc. Preh. Soc. East Anglia, V, 260. 

‘ "Le# Industrie* b (Scluta du Palfalithiquc uncien," Prdtistoire, 1932, 125. 

* Gnrrod, “The Upper Palaeolithic in the Li^ht of Recent Discovery," 
Proc. Preh. Soc., 1938. t; Peyrony, '* Les Industries Aurignneiennes dans lo 
Bass in de la Vizfcre," Bulletin de la Sneidte Prihistorique Fran foist, 1933. 
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successive phases of Montelius’s sequence, and we have seen 
how different culture groups were distinguished in the British 
Neolithic. 

The breakdown of the Bronze Age from an epochal into a 
cultural basis has taken much longer, due to the impressive 
typological sequences which had been built up by Monteiius and 
Sophus Miillcr, and the way in which these had been built up 
into a rigid framework of reference by such men as Kossinna and 
Hubert Schmidt. That these rigid typological sequences and the 
epochal inferences made from them was only a method of studying 
the material, rather than the discovery of historical facts, had 
been hinted at by Chantrc in his suggested Uralian, Danubian and 
Mediterranean provinces of the Bronze Age. As detailed studies 
of Bronze Age material proceeded, the contemporaneity of 
different cultures became clear; D&helette in France, Bdhm, 
Reinecke, Schwantcs and Sprockhoff in Germany, Fox in Britain, 
and Broholm and Forssander in Scandinavia demonstrated the 
coexistence of distinct cultures or groups of objects, and this was 
most clearly argued in Childe’s The Danube in Prehistory (1929) 
and Abcrg’s great Bronzezeitliche uni friiheisenzeitliche Chronologie 
(' 930 - 35 )- 

The terms Hallstatt and La Tine had really always defined 
cultures and not epochs, but it was not until the twentieth century 
that it WH8 clearly understood they were not merely periods of the 
Iron Age but cultures or civilisations. When C. F. C. Hawkes 
began studying the Iron Age in southern Britain he found that a 
division into subdivisions of the Hallstatt and La Tine “periods ” 
was valueless, and was forced to introduce a fresh classification 
into Iron Age A, Iron Age B and Iron Age C—a classification 
which cut across the epochal idea and defined contemporary and 
overlapping cultures. 1 

These examples must suffice to show how detailed archaeo¬ 
logical researches in a small area' like southern France in the 
Palaeolithic, or Denmark in the Neolithic, or Britain in the Early 
Iron Age revealed a complex of cultural development which could 
not be dealt with only in a temporal sequence but by the recogni¬ 
tion of an idea which was both temporal and geographical—the 
idea of a culture. The same lesson was taught by the application 

1 See Hawkes. "Hill Forts,” Antiquity, 1931, 60 ff., and in Kendrick and 
Hawkes, Archaeology in England and Wales, 1914-31, chapter x. 
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of the geographical method with its detailed distribution maps of 
types, and by the extension of researches all over Europe and, 
gradually, all over the world. At first, attempts were made to 
find everywhere the same cultural sequence as had been worked 
out for western Europe, but gradually it became clear that, 
everywhere, the archaeologist was dealing with a sequence of 
cultures, not of cultural epochs, that each culture had a spatial 
as well as a temporal significance, and that the same sequence 
could not be expected even in areas very close together. 

These purely archaeological lessons were driven home by the 
acceptance in archaeology of ideas derived from the new studies of 
human geography and anthropology. The anthropogcographcrs 
and anthropologists began to study the regional differentiations 
of material, moral and mental culture as they appeared among 
modem primitives and to explain these differences in terms of 
cultural diffusions. Ratzcl’s Volkerkunde was published in 
1885-88, and liis Attlhropo-Gcographic appeared during the period 
1882-91; he clearly distinguished what he called “cultural 
complexes”. Ratzcl’s pupil, Leo Frobenius, developed this idea 
into what he called the “geographical-statistical method” and 
worked out “culture-circles” in West Africa and in Melanesia in 
the last few years of the nineteenth century. The ideas of Uatzel 
and Frobenius were developed and extended in the first quarter of 
the twentieth century by German ethnologists such as Graebner, 
Schmidt, Foy, Lips and Ankermann into a complicated study of 
culture areas and culture strata. It is not our concern here to 
trace this development, which, through the more moderate 
working of the culture area idea in the hands of Boas and Wisslcr, 
may have a great deal to contribute to the detailed analysis of 
prehistoric archaeology; what was important in the early years 
of this century was that the general idea of cultures and cultural 
diffusion as set out by the German ethnologists was taken over by 
prehistoric archaeologists, and in the light of the Kulturkreis 
school they were able to interpret the spatially and temporally 
differentiated units which were appearing in the archaeological 
record. These constructs — so different from the geological 
epochs—they identified with the cultural complexes of Ratzel 
and Frobenius. 

Finally the old epochal idea of prehistory was destroyed when 
prehistorians working in western and northern Europe absorbed 
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the new approach to archaeological methodology which had 
developed in the Aegean and the Near East. When Schliemann 
had studied the archaeological remains he had discovered he did 
not nominate them with reference to some epoch of the Stone or 
Bronze Age; he just boldly called them Mycenaean. And in east 
Mediterranean archaeology the names Aegean, Mycenaean and 
Minoan, Melladic and Cycladic were being used not for periods, 
but for civilisations. What distinguished the “civilisations" of 
the Aegean and the Near East from the “ epochs ” of western and 
northern Europe prehistorians except the degree of complexity of 
their material remains? Were the epochs, now demonstrated 
anyway to be in many cases contemporary, really no more than 
types of civilisations? Should not prehistory then follow the 
examples of Schliemann and Sir Arthur Evans, abandon the 
thrcc-agc system, and refer instead to the Mousterian Civilisation, 
the Hallstatt Civilisation, and so forth? Some of these usages 
have remained and the immediately pre-Roman Celts are often 
described as possessing the La Tine Civilisation. But others 
felt chary of boldly using the word “civilisation ” for the remains of 
people who were savage and barbarian, and would like to reserve 
the word civilisation for literate societies. We see this difficulty 
being met and resolved in Pumpclly's excavations at Anau, where 
he deliberately introduces the word culture for the levels of 
archaeological occupation recognised. “To avoid misunder¬ 
standing,” wrote Pumpelly in 1908, “ . » . it may be added that 
the word cultures is used as a synonym for civilisation and that 
the term culture-strata (Kulturschichte of the Germans) stands 
for the debris slowly accumulated during occupation of an 
inhabited site." 1 

These four things, in the first quarter of the nineteenth 
century, turned prehistory in Europe from a study of the epochs 
of man’s development to the description of his cultures—his 
“barbaric" civilisations, to use an Irishism. It was a complete re¬ 
orientation of prehistoric material and marked the change from 
the study of man as an animal to the study of him as a human being. 
It was, in a word, the change from the geological to the historical 
and anthropological attitude to prehistoric man. Of course the 
old epochal idea of prehistory died hard. It was flourishing in 
the great textbooks of prehistory' which were published in the early 

1 Explorations in Turkestan : Expedition 0/ J904, p. xxxv. 
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years of the twentieth century, such as Macalistcr’s Textbook of 
European Archaeology (1921), H. F. Osborn’s Men of the Old 
Stone Age (1918), MacCurdy’s Human Origins (1924) and Burkitt’s 
Prehistory (1921). Osborn, in his textbook, paid very especial 
attention to the sequence at Castillo, which he said “affords a 
unique and almost complete sequence of the industries of the 
entire Old Stone Age”, and added, “these stages, at first regarded 
as single, have each been subdivided into three or more substages, 
as a result of the more refined appreciation of the subtle advances 
in Palaeolithic invention and technique”. That was the key¬ 
note of the old epochal idea—that man’s cultural development 
could be represented as n single sequence, and read in a cave 
section, just a9 the geological sequence could be read in a deep 
cutting through the sedimentary rocks. Reproduced opposite is 
the great master table printed by MacCurdy in his textbook. It 
must serve as a milestone in the development of prehistory. It is, 
in a way, the logical development of the tables of De Mortilict, 
one of which has been reproduced above (p. 237). But there 
is this great difference between the work of Gabriel de Mortilict 
and the tables of MacCurdy and Osborn: de Mortilict represented 
orthodox prehistory, and there were only a few who protested 
then at the epochal subdivisions. Human Origins and Men of the 
Old Stone Age , on the other hand, were already, in a way, out of 
date when they were published; with great erudition they were 
modelled on a scaffolding which was already being destroyed by 
that very erudition they displayed. It is curious to reflect now 
that only eight years separates MacCurdy’s Human Origins from 
A Chronological Table of Prehistory , produced by Childe and 
Burkitt in 1932, and ably demonstrating the realisation of the 
culture-civilisation approach to prehistoric archaeology. The 
change from the geological to the historical and anthropological 
approach to prehistory can be seen in the writings of one man, if 
we compare M. C. Burkitt’s Prehistory (1921) with his The Old 
Stone Age published twelve years later, in 1933. And to put a « 
finer point on the change in prehistory that was taking place wc 
might think only of the year 1924-25, which saw the publication 
of both MacCurdy’s Human Origins and Gordon Childe's The 
Dawn of European Civilisation: and if we want to think of 
beginnings, rather than achievement, we should think of the year 
1913, which saw Reinach’s Repertoire de l'Art Quaternaire and 
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Schuchhardt’s Westeuropa als alter Kullurkreis. Rcinach was 
content to interpret prehistory in the strict epochs of dc Mortillct; 
Schuchhardt had already seen that the periods had to he replaced 
by an interpretation of European prehistory in terms of the 
ICulturkrcislehrc. 

There is sometimes a tendency to regard the idea of culture 
in prehistoric archaeology as the final discovciy of archaeological 
methodology, yet it may prove to be merely a conceptual tool, as 
were the epochs. Indeed it may well be that the organisation 
of prehistory into epochs characterises the geological attitude 
to prehistory, the organisation of prehistory into cultures, the 
anthropological attitude to prehistory, and that, in our new 
historical attitude to prehistory, we shall be content with historical 
contexts and culture rather than epochs and cultures. Recently 
American scholars have criticised very sharply the easy way in 
which Old World prehistorians invent and multiply "cultures”. 
Braidwood speaks of " the confusion of terms which exists in Old 
World prehistory” and says "it is high time for a house-cleaning 
in die terminology of Old World prehistory”. 1 Braidwood and 
Taylor, more recently,* plead that the word culture should be 
restricted to its current usage in the social sciences, and that 
the archaeologist should call what are only assemblages of arte¬ 
facts by other names. There is much justice in this criticism for, 
as Braidwood says, the "Chcllcan culture” is no more than 
"a single flint type tool and various ‘atypical’ flint flakes”. 8 
Americanist archaeologists dealing with pre-contact times have 
recently devised two different systems of prehistoric nomenclature; 
one is that of Gladwin, who distinguishes "roots”, "stems”, 
"branches" and "phases”, 4 the other is the McKern taxonomic 
system, which deals with "patterns”, "phases”, "aspects”, 
"foci” and "components”. 4 These systems may not gain wide 
acceptance in Old World prehistory, but their very existence 
shows the need for a new vocabulary and a new* taxonomy in 
prehistoric archaeology. 

But this is no place for an analysis of the concept of culture in 

1 American Journal of Semitic T^anguages and Literatures, January, 1045. 

* W. W. Taylor, A Study oj Arduicology. 

* Oft. eit. 

* W. W. and H. S. Gladwin, "A Method for the Designation of Cultures 
and their Variation*," Globe, Arizona, 1934. 

1 J. B. Griffin, The Fori /indent Aspect (Ann Arbor, 1943). 
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prehistoric archaeology. We are here concerned only in chroni¬ 
cling how the idea of cultures entered prehistory, and there is no 
doubt that it was Childe’s Dawn of European Civilisation that did 
most in English to popularise this new approach to prehistory. 
Gordon Childc's Daxon was not merely a book of incomparable 
archaeological erudition but it provided a new starting-point for 
prehistoric archaeology. To it, and to the volumes of The 
Corridors of Time, produced by H. J. Flcurc and H. J. E. Peake 
from 1927 onwards, the prehistorians of Europe in the middle of 
the twentieth century must ever look back, as they also look back 
to Sir John Myrcs’s chapters in volume one of the Cambridge 
Ancient History (1923), as bridging the gap between the two 
prehistories. 

The older European prehistory of the first quarter of the 
twentieth century was the outgrowth of the geological-epochal 
treatment of dc Mortillet and the French school, and of the 
typological treatment of Montclius, Sophus MOiler and the 
Scandinavian school. It was characterised by an uneasy marriage 
of geological and historical concepts, and this was natural in a 
subject like prehistoric archaeology, which had grown up from 
the twin roots of natural science and human liistory. Wc have 
already discussed the dominance of the epochal idea, and how 
this older concept of prehistory was prepared to modify this 
idea slightly on a regional basis. Wc have discussed, too, the 
unwillingness to face up to the mechanics of prehistoric culture 
change, an unwillingness which, when it was overcome by a belief 
in diffusion, went to violent extremes. One of these extremes 
was the school of Egyptoccntric hyperdiffusionists started by 
Sir Grafton Elliot Smith and developed by his disciples, such 
as Perry. This Manchester school of hyperdiffusionists saw all 
culture, European and otherwise, as the result of the spread from 
Egypt of the Children of the Sun in their search for Givers of Life. 
The spread of this Archaic Egyptian culture or the Heliothic 
Culture-Complex, as it was called, was argued by Elliot Smith 
from 19x1 onwards, being set out most clearly in Elliot Smith’s 
The Migrations of Early Culture (1915) and his Human History 
(1929) and in Perry’s The Children of the Sun (1923). 

Another extreme was the attempt to identify prehistoric 
movements and migrations with the spreads postulated by a 
comparative study of language or the occurrence of racial types. 
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The early writings of H. J. Fleure may be taken as typical of the 
attempt to equate physical groupings with archaeological facts, 
an attempt which springs from the work of Sergi, Denniker and 
Ripley. As good examples of the attempts to equate linguistic 
groupings with archaeological facts we may take the work of Sir 
John Rhys in Britain, or Randall Mclvcr in Italy. The problem 
had changed since the days of Isaac Taylor and Max Mtillcr; it 
was now no longer “who were the Aryans?”—although thin ques¬ 
tion has retained a fine fascination for many protoliistorians - -the 
problem was now the detailed identification of Aryan languages 
with archaeological groups. Was Q-Celtic introduced by the 
Beaker folk at the end of the Bronze Age, and were the Brylhons 
the Late Bronze Age invaders or the Hallstatt folk or the La Tine 
folk? And who introduced the Italic dialects into Italy—the 
Bronze Age tcrramaricoli as Pigorini, Colini and Peet held, or the 
Villanovans as Maclver and Von Duhn argued? 

The new European prehistory which we see coming into being 
in the mid-twenties of the present century was, quite frankly, not 
geological in outlook. It used geology as a framework for the 
relative and absolute chronology of its cultural sequence but it 
conceived its sequence in terms of historical and anthropological 
concepts, in terms of civilisations and of cultures. It was, more¬ 
over, mainly diffusionist in outlook. Childe, in the Dawn of 
Extropean Civilisation (1925) and in The Danube in Prehistory 
(1929), and Peake and Fleure in their Corridors of Time argued 
convincingly a moderate ease for diffusionism which at once 
resolved the late ninetccnth-ccntury dispute between Orientalists 
and Occidcntalists, and banished the doubts raised by the 
Manchester Egyptophilcs. It was, too, characterised by a deliberate 
eschewal of linguistic and anthropological equations: no longer 
were archaeologists harassing themselves with the largely insoluble 
problems as to whether the Sicanians were the Neolithic people 
of Stentinello and Molfetta and the Siculans the collective tomb 
builders of Siculan I, or twisting their scholarship to answer 
insoluble questions about P- and Q-Cclts which should never 
have been asked. And the spread of long heads and round heads 
into Britain became a matter of such minor importance to the 
archaeologist as would have shocked Rice Holmes and horrified 
Thurnam and Bcddocs. 

The new prehistory of the twenties shared nothing of the 
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geological epochal outlook of the older prehistory, but it had one 
great methodological device in common: both schemes of pre¬ 
history were built up on the framework of Thomsen's three ages 
as modified into Lower and Middle Palaeolithic, Upper Palaeo¬ 
lithic, Mesolithic, Neolithic, Bronze and Early Iron ages. Yet, 
although built around this framework, the new prehistory was 
demonstrating its uselessness. 1 In the first place, cultures which 
were formally Neolithic and those that were formally Bronze Age 
or Mesolithic appeared to coexist in small areas of Europe, 
and the transition lines between these three ages were blurred 
geographically and chronologically. Perhaps the most disturbing 
idea in the new prehistory was the thought that in northern and 
north-western Europe the Neolithic cultures might be, in fact, 
impoverished versions of Bronze Age cultures in the Mediterranean 
and Near East. This was argued cogently by Peake, Fleure and 
Fordc in relation to the collective tombs of Iberia and is now a 
commonplace of current archaeological thought. It meant that 
the word Neolithic was used for several stages of culture; that it 
was in fact a relative term, and not an absolute stage in the develop¬ 
ment of all kinds of men. This lesson from European prehistory 
was also learnt when the prehistoric sequence outside Europe was 
squeezed into the development of the three-age framework. 

There can be no doubt that the new prehistory realised 
the terms Palaeolithic, Mesolithic, Neolithic and so forth were 
ambiguous; to say the least of it they were used as denoting either 
chronological divisions or cultural stages. How was this ambiguity 
to be resolved? Some writers have suggested abandoning the 
three-age system. T. D. Kendrick, in his The Axe Age (1925), 
proposed the term “the Eochalcic Episode" for the periods of 
British prehistory usually known as Neolithic and Early Bronze 
ages, and both Childe in his Dawn and Hawkes in his Prehistoric 
Foundations of Europe (1940) emphasise the unity of the period 
from the introduction of agriculture to the fall of Knossos in 
European prehistory, while Peake would divide the corn-growing 
time of man’s life in Europe into three great periods, the first of 
which lasted from the beginning of the Neolithic to the end of the 
Middle Bronze Age. 1 Menghin in his Weltgeschkhte der Steinze.it 

‘ For a discussion of this point sec Childe, “ Changing Methods and Aims 
in Prehistory,” Proc. Prehistoric Soc., 1935, 1 ff.; and Daniel, The Three Ages 

^ Journal of the Royal Anthropological Institute, 1940, 26. 
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( x 93 x ) proposed to group the Upper Palaeolithic and Mesolithic 
to form what he called the Miolithic, calling all that went before 
the Protolithic. And Jacques dc Morgan had realised the break 
that existed between the Lower and Middle Palaeolithic on the 
one hand and the Upper Palaeolithic on the other by proposing 
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to restrict the term Palaeolithic for all that went before the 
Upper Palaeolithic, and substituting Archaeolithic for what was 
Upper Palaeolithic. 1 In the accompanying table arc set out 
diagrammatically the proposals of Menghin and Kendrick, 
compared with the framework of the older prehistory. They form 
as significant a grouping of human cultures as, or indeed a more 
significant grouping than, the left-hand column. 

Other writers, while unwilling to abandon the three-age 

1 The term Archaeolithic is often used in France at the piesent day for the 
Upper Palaeolithic and Mesolithic industnea. 
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system, realise its great limitations in the present state of European 
prehistory. Childe, in his Huxley Lecture for 1944, Archaeological 
Ages as Technological Stages, proposes that we abandon the use of 
the three-age derivative labels as chronological indications, and 
use them as technological stages only. But are they technological 
stages ? 

It does not seem likely that the three ages, reduced to the 
status of doubtful technological stages, will stay on in European 
prehistory. Over a hundred year's ago they provided the only ray 
of light which enabled archaeology to develop out of mere anti- 
quarianism. They were intellectual constructs which for a long 
time served as the greatest value in prehistory. Now their 
usefulness is probably over, and soon they will stand in the same 
relation to the mid-twentieth-century prehistoric scholarship as 
did the old labels "Ancient British” and "Gothic" to the "new" 
prehistory of Worsaae and Nilsson. To replace them we need not 
only the grouping into cultures which is the new face of pre¬ 
history, but also a new vocabulary and an objective chronology. 
It is the provision of an objective chronology into which, and 
against which, the facts of prehistoric development can be 
marshalled that has been, and still is, one of the great achievements 
of twentieth-century archaeological scholarship. 

3. Chronology 

Prehistoric archaeology employs two forms of chronology, the 
one relative, and the other absolute. By relative chronology is 
meant a temporal sequence based on the relation of artefacts and 
cultures to each other or to natural events. An absolute chron¬ 
ology, on the other hand, is a temporal sequence expressed in exact 
years. It is the aim of the archaeologist to establish the relation 
of cultures to each other, to natural events, and in exact years. 

The three ages and their subdivision into the de Mortillet 
scheme was, of course, an attempt at relative chronology of a 
kind. Early in the development of Palaeolithic archaeology, 
archaeologists became interested in the problem of the relations 
of the subdivisions of the dc Mortillet scheme to the phenomena of 
the Pleistocene Ice Age, namely, the glacial and pluvial periods, 
and the changes in sca-lcvel. In many places the Magdalenian 
was shown to be post-glacial. The evidence from Wildkirchli, 
Drachenloch, and from Taubach, Ehringsdorf (Weimar), and 
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from Cotcncher (Ncufchfttcl) and Bouchieta (Ari&gc) showed that 
the Mousterian was in part earlier than, and in part contemporary 
with, the last glaciation. In 1889 Marcellin Boule found a 
Mousterian hand-axe (although he at the time claimed it to be 
Chellean) at Aurillac (Cantal) dating from the last interglacial, 
and declared that man in Europe was contemporary at least with 
the last interglacial if not with the penultimate glaciation. Boule 
based Ills findings on a very few sites then available, including 
that pioneer discovery of John Frerc at Hoxnc. 

James Geikic, in his The Great Ice Age and its relation to the 
Antiquity of Man (1874, 2nd cd., 1894) and his Prehistoric Europe 
(1881), propounded a system of four large glaciations and a 
fifth smaller one for the Pleistocene, and argued that man had 
appeared for the first time in the second interglacial. Between 
1910 and 1919 Penck and Bruckner produced a system of four 
Pleistocene glaciations, which they termed Giinz, Mindel, Riss 
and Wurm, and argued that man first appeared in Europe during 
the Mindel-Riss period. A half-century of research and con¬ 
troversy on this problem by geologists and archaeologists now 
suggests that the Abbevillian and the Clactonian arc to be dated 
to Gilnz-Mindel times rather than Mindel-Riss, while the various 
“pre-Chellean industries”, as they used to be called, date to the 
Giinz glaciation. 

Meanwhile new terminologies have been suggested for the 
glaciations and interglacial periods; Soergcl distinguishes nine 
glacial maxima in the Pleistocene, two corresponding to each of 
the first three of the Penck-Bruckncr glaciations, and three to the 
Wurm glaciation. Zcuncr very properly insists on the necessity 
of u terminology not derived from the local study of glacial 
phenomena but objective and applicable to the whole of Europe, 
or indeed the world, and proposes to refer to the four main 
glaciations as Early, Ante-Penultimate, Penultimate and Last, 
and the three intcrglacials as the Ante-Penultimate, the Penulti¬ 
mate and the Last Interglacials. 1 A better suggestion is the 
recognition of Lower, Middle and Upper Pleistocene periods, the 
Lower including from Giinz 1 to Mindel 2, the Middle from 
the Great or Penultimate Interglacial to Riss 2, and the Upper 
Pleistocene from the Last Interglacial to the end of Wurm 3 
times. Here is at lost a reasonably objective framework into 

1 Zcuncr, Dating the Past (1946), pastm. 
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which the Palaeolithic succession of cultures can be fitted; the 
Abbevillian and prc-Chellean industries to the Lower Pleistocene, 
and the Acheulian and Early and Middle Lcvalioisian to the 
Middle Pleistocene. 

In post-glacial times the place of the glacial and interglacial 
phenomena has been taken by raised beaches and especially by 
climatic phases. Blytt and Scmandcr distinguished by a macro¬ 
scopic study of plant remains five divisions of post-glacial times, 
namely, prc-Borcal, Boreal, Atlantic, sub-Boreal and sub-Atlantic. 
These phases were confirmed by pollen - analytical methods, 
developed first by Lennart von Post. In a general way von 
Post found the Blytt-Semander periods too complicated, and 
suggested three major divisions of post-glacial climate and 
vegetation history: first, the approach of a warm period, then the 
warm period with a flourishing of relatively heat-loving trec9 of 
various kinds, and thirdly the decrease of the warmth-loving trees 
and the appearance or return of the dominant forest constituents 
of the present day. Apart from these general periods, von Post 
has distinguished a series of eleven zones in the forest history' of 
the island of Gotland, and similar zones have been distinguished 
by Nilsson in Scania, by Jessen in Denmark, and by Godwin in 
England. With these climatic and vegetation phases as a relative 
framework it has been possible to date the post-Pleistocene 
cultures relatively. Such work of correlation has been developed 
notably in northern Europe, but also by the work of Godwin, 
J. G. D. Clark and others in England in the last twenty 
years. 

The transformation of these sequences of archaeological and 
natural events into an absolute chronology expressed in years 
has been achieved in two ways, one archaeological, the second 
geochronological. The archaeological method depends on 
correlations with historic chronologies, mainly, of course, the 
historic chronologies of Egypt and Sumer. 

The extension of accurate dates in European and world 
prehistory, behind the first fixed historic dates in Europe and 
the Near East, depends, however, on geochronological techniques 
only. Of these die first is based on calculations of the rate of 
formation of deposits, either occupation deposits, or such natural 
deposits as river gravels. We have seen that, in the late nineteenth 
century, archaeologists attempted to give exact dates by dead 
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reckoning from the thickness of deposits. Estimates of the 
Neolithic as 10,000 years ago were based on this technique, and 
Pumpelly’s chronology for Anau I was based on similar calcula¬ 
tions. Indeed, even at the present, ail dates given for the pre- 
dynastic cultures of Egypt and Sumcria arc based on this dead 
reckoning. Many estimates were made of the duration of the 
Pleistocene Ice Age by the thickness of deposits; Penck himself 
estimated 600,000 years. 

More exact gcochronological figures have been obtained by 
the counting of tree-rings and clay-varvcs. Tree-ring analysis, 
or dendrochronology, was developed as a scientific technique by 
A. E. Douglass in 1901, though as early as 1811 De Witt Clinton 
had been using it to date earthworks near Canadaigua (New York 
State). The modern principles of this technique have been 
summarised by W. S. Glock in his Principles and Methods 0f 
Tree-ring Analysis (1937). By tree-ring analysis the early Basket 
Maker cultures in America have been dated to the early years of 
the Christian era. The main development and uses of this 
technique have be^n in North America, but some attempts have 
been made to extend this technique to Sweden and England, and 
the possibility of tele-connections between America and Europe 
exists. But of course tree-ring analysis, at its best, only takes one 
back for 3,000 years—not as for as synchronous cross-dating with 
the Egyptian and Sumerian chronologies. 

Clay-varvc analysis, on the other hand, goes back very much 
further. In fact, de Geer’s famous paper of 1910 is entitled 
1 ' A Geochronology of the last 12,000 years.” The technique owes 
its origin to Baron Gerhard de Geer, who as long ago as 1878 had 
gauged its potentialities and who began his field work in 1905. 
The work of de Geer and his collaborators in Sweden was followed 
by that of Sauramo in Finland, Antcvs in North America and 
Vierke in Pomerania. De Geer took his zero-point of 6839 b.c. 
as designating the end of the Late Glacial and the beginning of 
the post-Glacial. Others have preferred the limit between the 
Gotiglacial and Finiglacial, namely, 7912 B.c., which coincides 
with the breakdown of the glacial anti-cyclone and the beginning 
of climatic changes in northern Europe. There has been con¬ 
siderable confusion about de Geer’s dates. The important thing 
for the prehistoric archaeologist is that these gcochronologically 
derived dates do enable us to say that the Magdalenian was 
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flourishing somewhere between 13,000 and 20,000 years ago. It 
is no longer a matter of guesswork to say when man first made 
works of art on hones and on the walls of caves in the south of 
France and the north of Spain. 

Two other methods have been used for dating the Pleistocene. 
The first—the solar radiation method—is baaed on the cycle of 
perturbations of the earth's orbit. Milankovitch and Mich- 
kovitch, working on earlier calculations by Lcvcrricr and StockweU, 
produced a radiation curve which agrees well with the sequence of 
glacial phases and with Penck's estimate, and suggests that the 
Plcistoccnc/Plioccnc boundary might be about 600,000 years b.C. 
The second—the radioactive method—while of more value in the 
geochronology of prc-Pleistoccne times, also suggests a million 
years as the maximum time that must have elapsed since the 
beginning of the Pleistocene. 

These geochronological techniques have been used' mainly, 
hitherto, to date archaeological material between the end of the 
Ice Age and the beginning of the second millennium b.c., when 
an absolute chronology based on cross-dating with the Near 
East historic civilisations has been possible. Recently, in his 
Stratigraphie comparic ct Chronologie de I’Asie Octidentale (1948), 
C. F. A. Schaeffer has proposed what is visually a geochronological 
technique for the elucidation of the chronology of protohistoric 
and prehistoric civilisations of the Near East. Impressed by the 
arguments of clc Montessus dc B alio re in his Les Tremblements de 
Terre (Paris, 1906), and by the evidence of his own excavations 
at Ras Shamra, Schaeffer proposes to recognise two great earth¬ 
quakes in protohistoric times, the first between 2200 and 2100 B.c. 
at the end of Troy III, and marking the break between the Early 
and Middle Bronze Age in Palestine, and the second, which he 
dates accurately to 1365 B.C. and equates with the end of Troy VI. 
He traces the occurrence of phenomena associated with these 
earthquakes in all the recorded stratigraphical sequences in the 
Near East, and, granted the validity of his method and his 
inferences, 1 seems to have discovered not only a way of accurately 
establishing the comparative stratigraphy of the Near East, but 

1 Professor II. Jeffreys tells me that the validity of Schaeffer's premises are 
doubtful, and that the problem is rather for the archaeologist to prove to the 
seismologist the contemporaneity of the observed phenomena, than for the 
archaeologist to assume their contemporaneity and date his sections from this 
assumption. 


255 



A HUNDRED YEARS OF ARCHAEOLOGY 

also a geochronological method for providing an accurate 
chronology to be extended into prehistoric Europe. 

The purely archaeological method of obtaining an absolute 
chronology for prehistoric Europe depends on tying the culture se¬ 
quence of prehistoric Europe with the historically dated sequences 
in Egypt and Sumer. But too much cannot he expected from this 
method. Even the historic chronologies are liable to considerable 
variation, as we may see from the two chronologies set out for early 
Egypt within one year of each other by Meyer and Petrie, the 
former dating the first dynasty at 3315 u.c. in 1904, and the latter 
dating it the following year at 5510 n.c., while a generally accepted 
date at the moment is 3100 B.c. for this event. In the last few 
years we have seen a re-dating of Mesopotamian chronology billow¬ 
ing the publication of Sidney Smith’s Alalahh and Chronology 
(1940), which brings down the date of Hammurahi. Tile 
equation of the relative chronologies of Europe with the absolute 
chronologies of Egypt and Mesopotamia is achieved by cross¬ 
dating synchronous imports, a technique first developed, as we 
have seen, by Flinders Petrie, who dated the early Greek civilisa¬ 
tion in terms of Egypt Montelius followed up Flinders Petrie’s 
technique and devised a chronology for prehistoric Europe, and 
his chronology, with minor modifications, served as the basis for 
the chronologies adopted by the new prehistory of the twenties. 
These, in a general way, saw the beginning of the Neolithic 
cultures of south-east Europe in the first half of the third 
millennium B.c. and in southern Britain and Scandinavia in the 
second half of the third millennium, and the beginning of the 
Bronze Age in the first half of the second millennium b.c. This 
was a considerable deflation of the old ideas which conceived of 
the European Neolithic as beginning eight to ten thousand years 
ago, and the Bronze Age early in the third millennium. A 
further drastic deflation was proposed by Nils Aberg in his 
Bronzczeitliche und frUhcisenzeitHche Chronologie (1930-35). The 
keys to European chronology arc Crete and Troy, and these 
cannot even now be regarded as having chronological limits fixed 
beyond doubt. They in their turn depend on synchronisms with 
Egypt and Sumcria, and the whole process is such that, as Childe 
has shown brilliantly in his The Orient and Europe , 1 it is possible 

* The Advancement of Science, 1938. and American Journal of Archaeology, 
1939 , 10 ff. 
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to establish European chronologies for an event like the beginning 
of the Aunjctitz culture varying by as much as nearly a thousand 
years. In view of this it is more than ever necessary to accumulate 
and analyse more and more evidence for cross-dating syn¬ 
chronisms and to subject all accepted dates to the most careful 
scrutiny. The "Beaker Horizon” of 1900-1800 b.c., which has 
for a long time appeared as a fixed date in prehistory, is now much 
in question, and Ilencken and Akerstrom, from an examination 
of the same Italian evidence which was first used by Montclius to 
establish his European chronology, have wanted to scale down the 
date of the beginning of the Late Bronze Age in Central Europe. 1 
The truth is that a too refined dating of Europcun prehistoric 
cultures may never be possible, and that disputes whether La 
Tine I began in 450 or 425 B.c. or whether the Windmill Hill 
culture in Britain should be dated 2300 or 2200 b.c. arc disputes 
about academic fictions. 

Childe, in his Prehistoric Communities 0/ the British Isles (1940), 
realising the difficulty of using absolute dates in describing the 
Neolithic, Bronze and Early Iron ages in pre-Roman Britain, has 
proposed a system of Periods "defined by the cultural sequence 
deduced from stratigraphy This is in a way a form of sequence¬ 
dating, only it deals with a sequence of cultures instead of a 
sequence of pottery types. It has, as he himself admits, obvious 
drawbacks, but it is u step on the way to an objective chronological 
system for later European prehistory. It gets away completely 
from the confusion which was besetting British prehistory in its 
analysis of the cultures from the first Windmill Hill settlers 
through to the Middle Bronze Age, a confusion which was 
becoming twice confounded by the arbitrary ascription of some 
cultures to the Neolithic and others to the Early Bronze Age. 
The present writer has elsewhere 1 expressed his opinion that the 
real solution of this problem of chronology lies in the establishment 
of approximately dated periods, not based on the cultural sequence, 
but on groups of centuries. Thus the period in western Europe 
from the first food-producing communities to the Umfield 
invasions could be conveniently divided into four chronological 
periods, viz. Period I from 2500 to 2000 b.c., Period II from 2000 

1 For a recent discussion of Late Bronze Age and Early Iron Age chronology 
see ChildcjfVoc. Preh. Soc., 1948, 177 ff., and Hawkes, Ibid., 196. 

1 The Three Ages, passim. 
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to 1700 b.c., Period III from 1700 to 1400 B.C. and Period IV 
from 1400 to 1000 b.c. These periods correspond roughly to 
Childc‘s first four periods, but they arc objective chronological 
periods. In relation to such a system of approximately dated 
periods, the problem of the prehistoric archaeologist is not 
whether the periods are correctly dated, for by definition they arc 
so, nor whether any events inside these periods can he more 
narrowly dated—for this will probably prove impossible—but to 
fit the cultural sequence in its regional variations against this 
framework of periods, to decide, for example, whether Los 
Millares dates from Period I or II or III, and whether the so-called 
Windmill Hill pottery from Yorkshire and Scotland and Ireland 
dates from the same period in Period I as do the Causewayed 
Camps. Such a system of approximately dated periods needs 
agreement on an international basis before it can be widely used, 
but it seems to the writer a prerequisite of further advance in 
the study of the Neolithic, Bronze and Iron ages in prehistoric 
Europe. 


CHAPTER EIGHT 


THE DEVELOPMENT OF WOULD PREHISTORY 

F ROM the point of view of the Old World archaeologist 
prehistory had geographically two beginnings. One was 
in Europe—in die hogs of Denmark, the lake dwellings of 
Switzerland, the gravels of the Somme, the cavc9 of Devon and 
the Dordogne—nnd the other was in the Near East—the Aegean, 
in the gradually revealed prehistoric civilisations of Anatolia, 
Greece, Egypt and Mesopotamia. These European and Near- 
Eastern beginnings, which so much influence still the balance of 
prehistory in textbooks and lectures, became transformed into a 
world prehistory by two main events, first the discovery of the 
ancient prehistoric civilisations of India, China and America, 
and secondly by the extension of Palaeolithic studies all over the 
Eurafrasian land-mass, particularly to South and East Africa, and 
parts of Asia. These two developments, with which we arc 
concerned in this chapter, had far-reaching effects on the develop¬ 
ment of prehistoric archaeology, not only by their new content 
of fact, but because of the challenging light they throw on die 
problems of the nature of cultural change. 

i. India 

The ancient prehistoric civilisation of north-west India was 
the most recently discovered of the Chalcolithic civilisations, and 
its revelation by excavation and comparative study has taken place 
only in the last thirty years. In 1913 Barrett begaD his book on 
The Antiquities of India with the Rig-Veda hymns and remarked: 
"In India there is no twilight before the dark.” In his article 
on "The Monuments of Ancient India” in volume one of The 
Cambridge History of India, published in 1922, Sir John Marshall 
wrote: "It is the misfortune of Indian history that its earliest 
and most obscure pages derive little light from contemporary 
antiquities” 1 ; and his account of the pre-Vedic antiquities of 

1 Page 612. 
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India was little more than a passing reference to the palacoliths 
of the Deccan, the megaliths of southern India, and various hoards 
of copper objects, including the Gungcria hoard, which Vincent 
Smith had studied. 1 Yet two years later Sir John was announcing, 
in The Illustrated London News, the excavations at Harappa and 
Mohenjodaro and comparing their discovery with Schliemann’s 
discovery of Tiryns and Mycenae. Such was the dramatic 
suddenness with which the Chalcolithic Indus civilisation was 
revealed. 

In many ways Sir John’s comparison was most apt. The 
discoveries at Mohenjodaro and Ilamppa and the other sites in 
the Sind, the Punjab, and Baluchistan of what is now generally 
known as the Indus civilisation brought to light a flourishing 
Chalcolithic civilisation supporting large, well-planned cities 
many centuries before the Aryan invasion of India, an event 
which, since the time of Max Mflllcr, it had l>ccn customary to 
date at about 1500 b.c. and to regard as the beginning of Indian 
prehistory. Oral traditions preserved in the Rig-Veda refer to 
the aborigines whom the Aryans found in north-west India as 
Dasas or Dasyus, and describe them as small, with black skins, 
“noseless”, "hostile-speaking”, living in town and forts, skilled 
in various arts, and practising a religion which they despised. 
Little credence obtained to these traditions among modern 
historians, but Bishop Caldwell argued from them that the pre- 
Aryan inhabitants of India had possessed temples, kings, cities, 
metal instruments and written books. 

Harappa lies about three hundred miles north-west of Delhi, 
in the Montgomery district of the Punjab and near an old bed 
of the River Ravi. It is close to the railway line from Lahore 
to Multan, which is ballasted for about a hundred miles of its 
length by bricks from the ruined Chalcolithic city. In 1873 
General Sir Alexander Cunningham, first Director of Archaeology 
in India, made several small excavations at Harappa and found 
pottery and a polished stone seal engraved with a bull and picto- 
graphic writing. Cunningham was at this time mainly interested 
in the travels of the Chinese monks Fa-Hien and Hicun-Tsang, 
but he was also interested in the seal, suggesting the pictographs 
were ancestral to the early Brahmi script of the fourth century B.c., 

* "The Copper Age and Prehistoric Bronze Implements of Indin," Indian 
Antiquary, 1905, 329 #■; Ikid., 1907, 53 ff. 
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a suggestion supported more recently by Professor Langdon. 
The seal was acquired by the British Museum and studied by 
J. II. Fleet and others, but no further work was done at Harappa 
until 1921, when Daya Ram Sahni dug three of the mounds, and 
established the prehistoric nature of the site. The excavations at 
Harappa were continued in 1923-25 by Sahni and in 1926-34 by 
M. S. Vats, whose complete publication of the site appeared in 
1940. 

About the same time as Sahni was excavating at Harappa, 
R. D. Banerji began digging at Mohenjodaro—“the place of the 
dead "—a similar site four hundred miles to the south, and in the 
province of Sind, about a hundred and forty miles north-east of 
Karachi. Banerji’s excavations in 1921-22 cut through buildings 
of the historic Indian period and came to levels yielding seals like 
those from Harappa. His excavations were continued in 1923-24 
by Vats, and in 1924-25 by K. N. Dikshit. In 1925-26 more 
extensive excavations were carried out under the direction of Sir 
John Marshall, assisted by Hargreaves, Dikshit and Mackay. In 
1926 these were continued by Sahni and Mackay, and in 1927-31 
by Mackay. The results of these ten years of excavations were 
published by Marshall and Mackay, the 1921-27 excavations 
in Marshall’s three fine volumes, Mohenjodaro aud the Indus 
Civilisation} and the 1927-31 excavations in Mackay’s two 
volumes, Further Excavations at Mohenjodaro .* 

The excavations at Mohenjodaro and Harappa revealed an 
ancient urban civilisation—the Harappa culture, as it is called— 
with densely peopled cities, carefully planned, with buildings of 
burnt bricks, elaborately laid out with wells, drains, bathrooms 
and lavatories, a civilisation based on agriculture and trade. The 
crops grown were wheat, barley, rice, dntes and cotton, and the 
domesticated animals included humped and unhumped cattle, 
buffalo, sheep, pig, dog, elephant and camel. The Harappa folk 
had wheeled vehicles, a system of weights calculated on the binary 
and decimal systems, and a pictographic form of writing not yet 
deciphered. They had weapons of copper, bronze and stone 
and ornaments of gold, silver, clectrum, copper, bronze, faience, 
terracotta, ivory and cornelian. Most of their pottery was plain, 
but they also made pottery painted with black designs on a bright 
red slip. They were skilful metal-workers and stone-carvers, 

1 London, 1931. 1 Delhi, 1938. 
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their intaglio work on small stone seals being especially remarkable. 
There is no public art in their cities, their art being represented by 
the pottery designs, the engraved seals, countless clay and terra¬ 
cotta figurines, and some sculpture in the round. Piggott 
complains of the “dead level of bourgeois mediocrity in almost 
every branch of the visual arts and crafts” *, but there arc four 
works of art from the Harappa cities—the red sandstone torso and 
the grey figure from Harappa, and the bronze dancing girl and the 
head of a man in a trefoil-decorated robe from Mohenjodaro— 
which arc of outstanding merit. Marshall describes how, when 
he first saw the Harappa figurines, he found it dillieult to believe 
that they were prehistoric: "they seemed to upset all established 
ideas about early art”, he wrote 2 ; and Carleton declared roundly 
that the nude torso from Harappa was “ the finest ancient work of 
art ever found in the Middle East until the Assyrian bas-reliefs 
2000 years later ” 3 , and compares it with the Greek sculpture 
under Pheidias and Praxiteles. 

While the excavations of the cities had been proceeding, 
Majumdar in Sind, and Hargreaves and Stein in Baluchistan, had 
been finding other sites of the Indus civilisation. Majumdar’s 
field surveys and excavations discovered in 1927-31 many new sites 
in Sind, such as Chanhu-daro, Amri, Ali Murad, Lohri, Pandi 
Wahi, Lohurnjo-daro, Jhukar and Jhangar. 4 Ali Murad was a 
fortified site in the hills, Chanhu-daro a small town, the other sites 
were villages. At Amri, Lohri and Pandi Wahi, Majumdar found 
settlements beneath the Harappa culture levels of a culture 
characterised by buff pottery decorated with black painted 
ornament and a frequent use of red in zones or lines, and with no 
objects of metal except copper beads, to which the name of the 
type site of Amri has been given. At Jhukar, not far from 
Mohenjodaro, Majumdar found, above levels of the Harappa 
culture, a culture characterised by a buff ware with black and red 
painted decoration, atone and clay stamp seals, to which the name 
Jhukar culture has been given. The small town of Chanhu-daro 
was excavated in 1935 by a field expedition of the School of Indie 
and Iranian Studies of the U.S.A. and the Boston Museum of Fine 

1 Some Ancient Cities of India, 16. Bombay, 1945. 

* Mohenjodaro and the Indus Civilisation, 45. 1931. 

8 Buried Empires, 153. 1939. 

* N. G. M.ijumdnr, “Exploration* in Sind,” Memoirs of the Archaeological 
Survey of India, No. 48. Delhi, 1934. 
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Am under Mackay, and here a succession of three cultures was 
observed, the oldest, Chanhu-daro I, belonging to the Harappa 
culture, the second, Chanhu-daro II, belonging to the Jhukar 
culture, and the most recent, Chanhu-daro III, belonging to a 
culture noted by Majumdar at Jhangar, and called by the name 
of that site, characterised by a black or grey polished pottery 
well decorated with incised designs of triangles, chevrons and 
zigzags. 1 

In 1925-26 Hargreaves dug a large cemetery of inhumed 
fractional burials in the top levels of a tell at Nal, in the ICalnt 
state in Baluchistan, which yielded a buff pottery with black 
painted ornament as well ns additional painted ornament in red, 
yellow and blue, to which the name of the Nal culture has been 
given. 3 

While the archaeological reconnaissances and excavations of 
Stein, Majumdar and Hargreaves extended our knowledge of the 
Chalcolithic Indus civilisation into southern Sind and Baluchistan, 
other discoveries showed the extension of this civilisation south 
towards the Gulf of Cambay and north-west towards the Siwalik 
Hills. Vats found Indus sites in the Limbdi state of Kathiawar 
at Rangpur,' and at Kotla Nihang, Rupar, near Ambala. The area 
over which known remains of the Indus civilisation have been 
found is now very large: from south Baluchistan to the north-east 
Punjab, and from north Baluchistan to Kathiawar, an area as large 
as the British Isles and immensely larger than the areas occupied 
by the Chalcolithic civilisations of Egypt and Sumeria. It is 
possible that the full extent of the Indus civilisation has still not 
been discovered: there may be Indus sites on the coast of the 
Deccan in Bombay Presidency, and Sir John Marshall was con¬ 
vinced that the civilisation had penetrated into the Ganges Basin. 
The Indus remains, however, the centre of the civilisation and the 
one area in which the urban Harappa culture flourished. It seems 
likely that, when the Indian Chalcolithic civilisation was flourishing, 
Sind was not the desert that it now is. The evidence of animal 
bones from the Indus sites suggests this, and there was a second 

1 The Chanhu-daro excavations ore published by Mackay in his Chanhu- 
daro Excuvutiant, 1935-36 (American Oriental Series, vol. 20). New Haven, 
1943. I have used the renaming of occupation levels proposed by Piegott 
(Ancient India, 13. 1946). 

• H. Hargreaves, "Excavations in Baluchistan, 19*3/' Memoin of the 
Archaeological Survey of India, No. 35. Delhi, 19*9- 
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river—the Mihran or Hakra or Wahindah—flowing through Sind 
cast of the Indus even as late as the time of the Arab geographers. 

The mounds or tells at Mohcnjodaro and Harappa stood sixty 
feet above the surrounding plains. Owing to the rise in the level 
of the Indus since prehistoric times it was impossible to excavate 
the lowest levels at cither site, but an extraordinary absence of any 
change in material culture invisible throughout the levels excavated. 
At Mohcnjodaro excavations were made through forty feet— 
two-thirds—of the mound, and although nine or ten building 
periods were distinguished, and it is difficult to disagree with the 
conclusions of the excavators that they probably represent a 
continuous occupation of about five hundred years, no significant 
changes were found throughout, even in features like figurines, 
pottery and writing, which one would expect to show considerable 
change over such a period. It is this which leads Piggott to speak 
of the “ uniformity which becomes an inescapable dull sameness” 
of the Harappa cities. At Harappa itself the same uniformity was 
noted, but the so-called ”H” Cemetery had been dug into a 
rubbish tip on the edge of the town and was later than the main 
occupation of the city: it yielded a distinctive black on red ware, 
sherds of which were also found scattered in the top levels of the 
town. 

The war of 1939-45 produced tremendous advances in Indian 
archaeology. This was mainly due to two causes, first, the 
appointment of Dr R. E. Mortimer Wheeler as Director-General 
of Antiquities in India in 1942, and secondly the work which 
Professor Stuart Piggott was able to achieve in India during the 
leisure hours of his military duties there. Wheeler brought to 
India the scientific methods of archaeological excavation which he 
had developed in England in the twenties and thirties from the 
earlier techniques of Petrie, Pitt Rivers, Curtius and Dorpfcld, 
and the administrative genius which he had displayed as Director 
of the National Museum of Wales, and of the London Museum. 
He revitalised Indian archaeology and trained archaeologists, as 
well as himself conducting excavations and surveys of the greatest 
importance. His first task was the re-Btudy of the Indus cities. 
Since Marshall’s first publication of Mohcnjodaro it had been 
customary to regard the two Indus cities as unique in the Ancient 
East, a communal organisation dominated by a wealthy merchant 
class, and having no priest-king or citadel area as had the Sumerian 
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cities. Wheeler and Piggott pointed out in 1945 that the Stupa 
mound at Mohenjodaro, with its ritual bath and public buildings, 
was very like a citadel, and that the AB mound at Harappa con¬ 
tained traces of brick bastions. Wheeler’s excavations at Harappa 
in 1946 brought the citadel there to light and exploded the idea 
of the special character of the Indus cities. 1 In the second place, 
Wheeler attempted to bridge, if not to close entirely, the gap in 
Indian prehistory between the end of the Indus Chalcoiithic 
civilisation and the beginnings of Indian history. His study of 
the upper levels of Harappa and his excavations at Taxila were 
steps in this direction, although the gap has not yet been closed, 
and it is not possible with any certainty as yet to point to the 
material remains of those Aryan speakers in India. In the third 
place, by his discovery of an Indo-Roman trading station on the 
cast coast of India at Arikamedu,* Wheeler was not only to reveal 
the first settlement of its kind in India, but to produce dating 
points for some of the prehistoric ceramics of India, carrying his 
work across the Deccan to date the Indian megalithic structures 
to the centuries immediately before the Christian era. 

Piggott, starting from an earlier analysis of Childe's, studied 
the Indian Chalcoiithic material in its widest contexts, and with 
special reference to McCown’s analysis of Iranian material. 
Piggott has made a specinl analysis of the finds from Baluchistan 
and distinguishes, in addition to the Nal culture, four other 
cultures and wares 3 : (i) the Zhob culture from north Baluchistan 
sites such as Sur Jangal, Rana-ghundai, Mogul-ghundai and 
Periano-ghundai, characterised by red slipped pottery with 
painted designs in black and sometimes red, no use of metal, 
cremation burial, clay figurines of women and cattle, and phallic 
representations; (ii) Quetta ware, a buff pottery decorated with 
black paint, found localised in the Quetta area; (iii) the Kulli 
culture in south Baluchistan characterised by buff pottery 
decorated with black painted ornament (occasional red), clay 
figurines of women and cattle, copper pins, and found at sites such 
as Kulli and Mehi, and (iv) the Shahi-tump culture, known from 
a cemetery in south Baluchistan, and characterised by buff or 
grey wares with black painted ornament, copper stamp seals, and 

1 Ancient India , 1947, 58 ff. 

* Ibid., 1946, 17 ff. 

* S. Piggott, "The Chronology of Prehistoric North-west India/' Ancient 
India, 1946, 8 ff. 
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inhumation burials. Despite these archaeological distinctions, 
the culture of the Baluchistan sites has a general uniformity—it is 
a culture of unfortified village settlements set in the valleys among 
the Baluchistan hills. These early Baluchistan villagers lived in 
little groups of stone or mud-brick houses, cultivated grain, had 
domesticated cattle, hunted ibex and wild goat, made painted 
pottery and, for the most part, worked copper for some of their 
implements. It is no wonder that these small self-suflieing 
communities probably developed regional styles of pottery-making 
reflected in Piggott's classification. 

Piggott argues that the Zhob and Quetta cultures arc con¬ 
temporary with the Amri or pre-Harappa phase in the Indus 
Valley, that ICuIIi is contemporary in part with the Ilarappa 
culture, Nal part contemporary and part later, and that Shalii- 
tump is post-Harappa in date. The date first suggested by 
Marshall for the Ilarappa culture was between 1000 and 400 n.c., 
but after the various Indo-Sumcrian connections had been 
commented on and studied by Saycc, Gadd and Sidney Smith he 
put forward the dates of 3250 to 2750 n.c. for the floruit of the 
culture, which Mackay proposed to alter to 2500 for the upper 
levels of Mohenjodaro and Hnrappa. The more recent analysis 
of Wheeler and Piggott would suggest that the Indus civilisation 
is to be dated somewhere in the millennium 2500 to 1500 n.c. and 
that from the thickness of the deposits it seems likely that the 
Indus cities were occupied for at least three-quarters if not the 
whole of this time. 

2. China 

Until 2920, although the antiquity of Chinese civilisation was 
appreciated, it was thought that China had not been occupied by 
man in the remote human past. In his Prehistoric Man , Jacques 
de Morgan declared; “Chinese civilisation dates from the seventh 
or eighth centuries n.c.; we are completely ignorant of its 
prehistory." While it still remains true to say that Chinese 
civilisation, defined as the culture of people using the Chinese 
written language, is a recent event compared with the rise of the 
literate Egyptian and Sumerian civilisations, we can now date its 
beginnings as far back as the fourteenth century B.c., and can 
describe a succession of prehistoric cultures in China anterior to 
the earliest Chinese writing and going right back to the Lower 
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Pleistocene. The lateness of the discovery of Chinese prehistory 
as compared with the prehistory of south-w<;st Asia is due to many 
causes. Creel lists “a general and deep-rooted antipathy to 
archaeological excavation”, the belief that “cutting into the earth 
is believed to disturb the magical influences of the region”, the 
widespread scatter of historic Chinese graves and the desire not to 
disturb the susceptibilities of ancestral spirits, and the presence 
of bandits and terrorists who regard archaeologists as rivals or 
wealthy victims. 1 It lias been estimated that the excavators at 
Anyang spent sixty per cent, of their time preventing looting and 
ensuring that excavation could take place, and only forty per cent, 
in actual archaeological work. The Anyang excavations had 
eventually to be carried out under an armed guard, and were then 
only made possible at all by the personal intervention of General 
Chiang Kai-shek. 

The discovery of the Palaeolithic and Neolithic cultures of 
China were due, in the first instance, to the energy, interest and 
initiative of J. Gunnar Andcrsson, a Swedish geologist, who, in 
1914, went to China as adviser to the Government on coalfields and 
oil resources. He has traced his own career in China from mining 
expert via collector of fossils to archaeologist in his Children of the 
Yellow Earth: Studies in Prehistoric China (1934). In 1921 he 
discovered a Neolithic dwelling site at Yang Shao Tsun, in Honan. 
It was characterised archacologically by black painted designs on 
a red polished surface. Later, other sites of the same characteristic 
pottery were discovered in the Yellow River area of Honan, Shensi 
and Shansi, and a preliminary account of them was given by 
Andcrsson in his An Early Chinese Culture, published in Peking 
in I923,‘ and in two articles in Ymer . 3 T. J. Arne published a 
special study on the Painted Stone Age Pottery from the Province 
of Honan in 1925. 4 These works defined what has since been 
known as the Yangshao culture. * Andcrsson made further 
discoveries of this culture in Kansu and further westwards as 
far as Lake Kokonor. The Yangshao villagers had domesticated 
animals and cultivated grain with shoe-last hoes; Edman and 
Sdderburg were able to show that one sherd of their pottery had on 

1 The Birth of China, 1936, 27. 

• Bulletin of the Geological Survey of China, 5. 

• Arkeologiska studier i Kina, 1923, and Arkeologitka Fynd i provinutn 
Kur.ru, 1924. 

4 Palaeontologia Sinica, D, i, 2. 
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it the imprints of rice husks. Andersson drew parallels between 
the Yangshao pottery and that found by Pumpclly at Anau, and 
at various sites in south-east Europe, and these parallels were 
examined carefully by Arne. It now seems probable, as Andersson 
and Arne argued, that the Yangshao culture is certainly in part 
apparented to the painted pottery Neolithic/Chalcolithic cultures 
of south-west Asia, which spread to eastern Asia via Turkestan, 
and through the Dzungarian gutc between the Altai and Tien 
Shan mountains or across the Tarim llasin to the north of the 
ICun Lun mountains. 1 In 1923 Andersson estimated the date 
of the Yangshao culture as 3000 to 1500 n.c. Mcngliin, however, 
would not date any of the Yangshao sites before 2000 n.c. and 
Spinden would date the floruit of this culture in China to 
between 2200 and 1800 n.c. 

Andersson at first regarded his Yangshao discoveries as 
Revealing the first Neolithic culture of China. Painted pottery 
was not, however, the only ceramic in the Yangshao Neolithic 
villages and tombs. There were also unpainted wares, and at 
some comparable sites only unpainted wares were found. 
Andersson himself excavated some unpainted pottery Neolithic 
sites, such as Ch’i Chia P’ing in Kansu, but he regarded this and 
similar sites as contemporary variants of the Yangshao culture, 
which to him was a totally intrusive complex in China. Creel 
and others would now regard the Yangshao culture as a fusion of 
Western influences with an earlier Chinese Neolithic, and Carl 
Whiting Bishop distinguishes in the pre-Yangshao Chinese 
Neolithic three cultures: a north-western, characterised by sites 
such as Ch’i Chia P’ing, often referred to as the Pekin culture, a 
north-western characterised by sites such as Pu Chao Chai, and 
a southern culture characterised by pile dwellings. The general 
culture pattern of these three Chinese Neolithic cultures Bishop 
lists as sedentary planters, practising a rnilpa type of cultivation 
with the aid of stone-bladed hoes, cultivating millet as the only 
cereal, with dog, pig and fowl as their domesticated animals, 
using coarse hand-made pottery, living in winter in beehive- 
shaped earth houses, and in summer in houses some of which 
were built on stilts. 

1 Dr D. L. Yuan, of tho Sino-Swedwh Central Asiatic Expedition, found 
painted pottery related to the Chinese worcs and in a Neolithic association from 
the vicinity of Urumchi and Humi in Chinese Turkestan (Dishop, Antiquity, 
1933 , 399 ). 
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Yet another Neolithic culture in China was discovered in 
1 93 °~ 3 I * through excavations by the National Research Institute, 
at Ch’eng Tzu Yai, Lungshan, east of Tsinan, in the province of 
Shantung. This culture, now generally known as the Lungshan 
culture, is characterised by thin, highly polished, black pottery 
made on a potter’s wheel, the useof horse and cattle, scapulomancy, 
and by cities protected by elaborate rectangular walls of beaten 
earth. The Lungshan culture shares with the Yangshao culture 
some types of unpainted pottery and some decorative motifs , but 
also has affinities with the early Neolithic wares. Creel has 
described the Lungshan culture as “a variety of Neolithic culture 
developed in and chiefly peculiar to north-eastern China" 1 — i.t ?. 
in Honan, Shantung and southern Hopei: but more recently sites 
of Lungshan type have been found near Hangchow, in the 
province of Chekiang and at Chin San Lake—four hundred and 
fifty miles to the south of the Shantung sites.* 

During the last few decades of the nineteenth century, farmers 
tilling their fields near the tiny village of Hsiao T’un, near Anyang 
city in the north tip of Honan province, found curious bits of bone, 
some of which were decorated with characters. It was not until the 
present century that these were studied in detail by Lo Chcn-yu, 
Sun I-jang, Mcnzies and R. S. Britton and correctly diagnosed as 
oracle bones. In 1928 the National Research Institute of History 
and Philology of the Academia Sinica, together with the Freer 
Gallery of Art of the Smithsonian Institute, began excavating at 
Anyang under the direction of Dr Li Chi and Mr Liang Ssu-yung. 
Four volumes of their reports have been published in their 
Preliminary Reports on Excavations at Anyang (1929-33), and their 
results have been summarised in more accessible form in Creel’s 
The Birth of China (1936) and his Studies in Early Chinese Culture 
(1938). The detailed work of studying the material from Anyang 
still proceeds; over 200,000 inscribed pieces of these oracle bones 
are known to exist. The excavations revealed the old city of 
Anyang as the capital of the Shang dynasty, the centre of an 
ancient urban culture making fine bronze weapons and vessels, 
and exquisite carvings in bone, stone and ivory. In fact, as 
Andersson has pointed out, here, at Anyang, in the middle of the 
second millennium B.C., are all the elements of the historic Chinese 

* S Indict in Early Chinese Culture (1938), 194. 

• On these new site* see S. S. Benth, Asia, 1941. 
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urban culture—statesmanship, religion, a literary language, a 
calendar and an art comprising all the motives we call archaic 
Chinese. 

The interrelation of the early Chinese cultures discovered in 
the twenties was established by Liang Ssu-yung’6 excavations at 
Hou Kang in 1931. Here he distinguished three separate 
occupations: Hou Kang I, a Neolithic unpainted pottery culture; 
Hou Kang II, a Lungshan black pottery level, and Hou Kang III, 
a Shang/Anyang level. Students of these newly discovered 
cultures in China have been at pains to equate these archaeological 
stages with the legendary Chinese histories, particularly with the 
Hsia dynasty, the Shang dynasty, and the Chou dynasties, whose 
traditional dates arc 2205 n.C., 1765 B.c. and 1122 n.c. respectively. 
There seems little doubt that the people of the Anyang Bronze 
Age city were the Shangs. The Hsias are generally located in the 
same Yellow River Valley region that has always been considered 
the ancestral home of the Chinese civilisation; Hsu Chung-shu 
argues that the Yangshao culture of N. W. Honan is tliat of the 
Hsia people. 

A second problem in the interpretation of this newly discovered 
Chinese sequence of Neolithic and Bronze Age cultures concerns 
the extent to which this sequence is indigenous or dependent 
upon contacts with the West—with the culture sequence of south¬ 
west Asia. Andersson saw the Chinese Neolithic of the Yangshao 
culture as a direct translation to eastern Asia of one of the painted 
pottery cultures of south-west Asia, and others have seen the 
Anyang city as a direct transplanation of some urban community 
in south-west Asia. But we now see that Yangshao is a fusion 
of Western and native Chinese Neolithic cultures, and the Anyang 
Shang urban culture of China, while it owes much to the West, 
also has distinctive Eastern elements ( e.g . the handleless crescent¬ 
shaped and rectangular knife-blades, divination bones, tripods). 
The problems of east Asian prehistory can only be solved when 
much greater information is available regarding the Chinese 
cultures, and when they are studied in relation to the Neolithic 
and Bronze Age cultures of cast Asia in general. The likenesses 
between the Yangshao painted pottery and the Chalcolithic 
painted potteries of south-west Asia have prompted Western 
prehistorians to study in isolation one or two points in Chinese 
prehistory and to give an apparent clarity to a story as certainly 
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complicated as the prehistory of Europe or the Near East. Both 
north and north-east of China and in south-east Asia the story of 
cultural development awaits detailed study. Mr and Mrs Torii 
have discovered painted pottery and associated stone types 
in cast Mongolia and in Japan, where more than four thousand 
“Neolithic” dwelling places arc said to exist 1 N. G. Munro in 
his Prehistoric Japan (Yokohama, 1908) lists painted sherds from 
Japan not unlike some of the Yangshao fabrics. The whole 
prehistory of Japan needs detailed study in its relation to China 
and India, especially the remarkable megalithic tombs, which 
seem to flourish there in contexts which in Europe would be 
described ns Neolithic, Bronze Age and Iron Age. 

3. America 

The story of the rediscovery of the ancient American civilisa¬ 
tions begins about 1840 with the work of John Lloyd Stephens. 1 
Stephens was a traveller and archaeologist who had spent some 
time in Europe and had been fascinated by vague accounts be 
had read of the buried and abandoned cities of Central America. 
Stephens got himself appointed Special Confidential Agent of the 
United States in Central America, and accompanied by his friend, 
the English artist and antiquary, Frederick Cathcrwood, spent two 
visits studying the Mayan cities. The first visit was 1839-40 and 
the results were published in his Incidents of Travel in Central 
America, Chiapas , and Yucatan in 1841; the second expedition 
was 1841-42 and the results were published in Incidents of Travel 
in Yucatan in 1843. Both books were illustrated by Cathcrwood, 
who, after Stephens's death, produced a more popular version of 
the two volumes of Incidents. These fascinating and beautifully 
illustrated books, the record of great achievements in the face of 
enormous difficulties, interested people for the first time in the 
archaeolrgical aspects of American prehistory. Speculations 
were made as to the date of these abandoned cities; were they 
monuments of the historic period like the abandoned cities of 
Siam and Indo-China, or were they the remains of some forgotten 
civilisation like the Egyptians? 

These speculations about the Mayas—the Egyptians or Greeks 

1 On Stephens, see V. W. Von Hagen’s Maya Explorer: John Lloyd 
Stephens and the Lost Cities of Central America and Yucatan (1Q47). 
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of the New World, as they were cal led—were not for a while accom¬ 
panied by any fresh study of their monuments. Dcsird Chamay 
was entrusted by the French Minister of Public Instruction 
with the study of the ancient American civilisations. lie travelled 
and explored in Central America between 1857 and 1882. The 
result of Ilia work, first published in French, was translated into 
English under the title of The Ancient Cities of the New World 
in 1887. Charnay emphasised the lateness of the ancient American 
civilisations in relation to the old civilisations of Egypt and the 
Aegean, but thought they were still interesting even if not, as 
some had hoped, the oldest civilisation in the world: "Why 
should the people who raised the American monuments be less 
deserving of our regard”, he asked, “because they built them ten 
centuries sooner or ten centuries later?” 

The real foundations of Central American archaeology were 
laid by an Englishman, Sir Alfred P. Maudslay, who worked 
systematically among the Maya remains for fifteen years, from 
1881 to 1894. Maudslay describes this first journey through the 
Central American forests in search of the ruins of ancient cities as 
“merely a journey of curiosity”, and wrote: “I had no intention 
whatever of making a study of American archaeology. However, 
the interest awakened by the sight of the truly wonderful monu¬ 
ments which it was my good fortune to behold induced me to 
undertake other and better equipped expeditions.” 'I’his was 
fortunate for prehistoric archaeology: the results of Maudslay's 
work were published in Biologia Centrali-Americana (London, 
1889-1902), in four volumes of archaeological text describing the 
cities of Copan, Quiriqua, Chichcn Itza and Palcnquc, a volume 
of plates, and a long appendix by J. T. Goodman on the archaic 
Maya inscriptions. Maudslay’s volumes constituted the first 
scientific account of Central American archaeology. 

Maudslay attributed the neglect since 1840 of Central Amcri^n 
archaeology as due to the difficulties of travel and the disturbed 
state of the country, but he prophesied that such neglect was 
never likely to occur again for, “although many of the mins arc 
3s deeply buried in the forest as they were in Stephens's time, 
steamboats and railways have now brought the points of departure 
for exploring expeditions within at most a fortnight's journey 
from New York, and the universities and learned societies of the 
United States are becoming fully alive to the rich fields of research 
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within easy reach. ” His prophecy was amply justified, and from 
Maudslay’s time onwards research and excavation on the Central 
American ancient civilisations has been intensified. Notable 
among the universities and learned societies closely associated 
with this work have been the Peabody Museum of Archaeology 
and Ethnology, of Harvard University, which, between 1888 and 
1915, sent many expeditions to Central America, and the Carnegie 
Institute of Washington, which has carried out great work in 
Central America since the end of the 1914-18 War. British ex¬ 
cavations in British Honduras, like the British Museum campaigns 
at Lubaantun in 1927, have supplemented the great American 
and Mexican work in Middle America. 

The extent of this work and our modem knowledge of the 
Middle American civilisations may be seen in such summaries 
as Spindcn’s Ancient Civilisations of Mexico and Central America 
(1922), Morley’s The Ancient Maya (1946), Means’s Ancient 
Civilisations of the Andes (1931), T. A Joyce’s South American 
Archaeology (1912) and J. H. Steward’s Handbook of the South 
American Indians (1946). 

Parallel with the development of the archaeology of the Middle 
American civilisations has proceeded the study of the archaeology 
of North America. Squier and Davis published their Ancient 
Monuments of the Mississippi Valley in 1848, Squier’s Aboriginal 
Monuments of the State of New York appeared in 1849, Lapham’s 
Antiquities of Wisconsin in 1853 and Samuel Haven's Archaeology 
of the United States , or Sketches, Historical and Biographical , of the 
Progress of Information and Opinion respecting Vestiges of Antiquity 
in the United States, in 1855. Avebury was able to include 

a study of these and other memoirs in his Prehistoric Times when it 
was first published in 1865. Indeed he devoted a whole chapter 
to “ North American Archaeology ”, and it looked to some in the 
sixties and seventies as though America might prove as fruitful a 
field for prehistorical research as Europe and the Near East. The 
last thirty years of the nineteenth century saw a great increase in 
the interest of north American archaeology, among which Charles 
Jones’s Antiquities of the Southern Indians (1873), Abbott's Stone 
Age in New Jersey (1877) and Bandclicr’s work on the archaeology 
of Mexico and the south-western United States should be 
mentioned. This work has been intensified in this century under 
the auspices of American universities and institutes and museums, 
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and the complexity and detail of the archaeological picture of 
North America at the present day may be seen by consulting 
such an admirable summary as that of Marlin, Quimby and Collier 
in their Indians before Columbus (Chicago, 1947). Here, well 
over a hundred cultures arc described, going back to the Original 
Eskimo Culture and the first Basket Maker Culture at the 
beginning of the Christian era. 

This great story of the development of north American 
archaeology differs in many ways from the problems of Old 
World archaeology. In the first place, many of these prehistoric 
American cultures arc interpreted far more completely than arc 
European prehistoric cultures, because many of the present-day 
Indians arc living more or less as did their prehistoric ancestors, 
substantially unaltered by Spanish and American culture; in 
North America, to use Lummis’s phrase, we can “catch our 
archaeology alive". Then, because of this, it is impossible to 
study north American archaeology except in the closest association 
with north American ethnology, particularly in the light of works 
such as Wisslcr's The American Indian (1922). The ideas of 
culture-traits and culture-areas which were first set out clearly 
by Wissler in his Man and Culture (1923) may, indeed, in the end, 
have produced a conceptual tool of greater use to the prehistoric 
archaeology of the Old World than the old ideas of epoch derived 
from the geologists, or of culture and civilisation derived from the 
historians and the late nineteenth-century anthropologists. North 
American archaeology' is still forging this tool into the fashion it 
will be best suited for Old World archaeology. It was clear that 
the north American cultures could not be classified in terms of the 
Old World framework of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic, 
and they have been given a nomenclature based on types or areas, 
and placed in a chronological sequence established absolutely by 
dendrochronology, or the Maya records. Braidwood has criticised 
the loose use of terms like industry, culture and civilisation 
with reference to American archaeology, while students of the 
Mississippi Valley cultures, notably McKern, have been devising an 
entirely new terminology in which a find becomes a focus, grouped 
together to form an aspect —what Old World archaeologists would 
call an industry—of a phase of a pattern. The pattern, by itself or 
together with other patterns, characterises an entire area. Cole and 
Duel, in their Rediscovering Illinois (Chicago, 1937), distinguish, 
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for example, in the Mississippi drainage area, two patterns which 
they named Woodland and Mississippi. 

The detailed study of the middle American civilisations and 
of the cultures of north American archaeology posed from the 
beginning two problems regarding the antiquity and origins of 
these cultures. It is difficult to take the origin of the Basket 
Maker or Maya cultures back at most before 1000 D.c. Was this 
the earliest appearance of man in America? In 1839 Koch, in his 
Mastodon Remains in the State of Missouri , claimed the association 
of stone points with mastodon bones. In 1846 a human pelvic 
bone was found at Natchez, Mississippi, in association with 
extinct animals, and in the same state of mineralisation. In 1872 
Abbott claimed to have found Palaeolithic implements from glacial 
deposits near Trenton, New Jersey, which Spier described as the 
Trenton Argillite culture. From then on, claims and counter¬ 
claims of the finds of early man and his culture have been made 
from North America, of which the most notorious have been 
Hesperopithecus II. Cookii—the Nebraska pig-tooth, Minnesota 
man—and Homo Novas Murid us. 

The whole problem was put on a new and scientific basis in the 
late twenties by the discoveries at Folsom, in the Guadalupe 
mountains of New Mexico. In the quarter-century between the 
first Folsom discoveries and the present day, really authenticated 
remains of early American cultures have been found from many 
localities; suffice it to mention here, in addition to the finds of the 
Folsom culture, the Sandia culture of New Mexico, the Gypsum 
Cave culture of Nevada, the Cochise culture of Arizona, the Lake 
Mohave culture of California, the industry in the lowest layer of 
the Vcntana Cave of Arizona, and the Lake George industry of 
Ontario. The Folsom finds are the best known, and it was they 
which produced a scientific archaeological basis for the dis¬ 
cussion of the origin of man in America, hitherto conducted on 
the basis of the possible authenticity of disputed human remains, 
or the preconceived notions of cultural diffusion from the Old 
World. It was in 1925 that the residents of Raton, in New 
Mexico, reported to J. D. Figgins, then director of the Colorado 
Museum of Natural History at Denver, the finding of bones of 
extinct animals with flint tools at Folsom. Expeditions of the 
Colorado Museum, and of the American Museum of Natural 
History uhder Dr Barnum Brown, in the next few years, established 
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the authenticity of the Folsom finds. A second area in New 
Mexico with finds of the Folsom culture was reported in 1932, 
when Dr E. B. Howard studied a group of sites between Clovis 
and Portales, some hundred and sixty miles south-east of Folsom, 
and near the Texas/New Mexico boundary. From 1932 onwards 
expeditions connected with the Academy of Sciences of Phila¬ 
delphia, the University of Pennsylvania Museum and the Carnegie 
Institution of Washington worked oathese new sites in the Clovia- 
Portales area, under the several auspices of Dr Howard, Dr J. C. 
Merriam and Dr Chester Stocks. The third important site of 
the Folsom culture—that at Lindenmeier—is twenty-eight miles 
north of Fort Collins in Colorado. It was discovered in 1924 by 
Judge Coffin and his son, and in 1935 and later excavated by the 
Colorado Museum of Natural History. 

The Folsom and associated finds have brought in a new era 
in American archaeology. We now see the archaeological 
counterparts of the first American cultures postulated by the 
anthropologists, even if we have as yet no skeletal remains of these 
first Americans. Prehistoric archaeology now lends its support 
to the view that the first settlers of America came from north-cast 
Asia in post-glacial times bearing a culture that may be formally 
classified as Mesolithic or Epi-Palacolithic. As yet, however, it is 
not possible to give even approximate date 9 for these cultures— 
they have been dated between 20,000 and 2000 B.c. —nor to work 
out in detail the succession of cultures in America between the 
Folsom-Sandia-Cochise stages and the Basket Makers on the one 
hand, and the archaic Middle American and Chavin civilisations 
on the other. In a way, the Folsom discoveries are to New World 
prehistory what the acceptance of the finds of Boucher de Perthes 
and Pengelly were to Old World prehistory. They provide an 
agreed basis on which to build. 

But the Folsom finds, while they lend support to the anthro¬ 
pologists' postulate as to die Asiatic origin of the first Americans, 
do not, and indeed could not, answer definitely the second 
problem of American prehistoric archaeology—that of the origin 
of the great Central American civilisations. Three quite different 
views are still held about this problem of the origins of the Maya 
and Peruvian civilisations, which are in so many ways like the Old 
World civilisations, and in so many ways quite different, Ever 
since the New World civilisations had been apprehended by the 
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scholars of the Old World, theories have been woven to account 
for their origins in terms of the Old World civilisation. They were 
said to be due to Egyptians, or Phoenicians, or Greeks, or the ten 
lost tribes of Israel, or Madoc and the Welsh, or St Brandon and 
the Irish. The Chinese and Polynesians were claimed as the 
parents of Middle American civilisation as well as the mythical 
inhabitants of the supposed lost continents of Atlantis and Mu. 
As early as 1823 John Ranking wrote his Historical Researches on 
the Conquest of Peru, Mexico, Bogota, Natchez and Talouieco in the 
Thirteenth Century by Mongols, accompanied with Elephants. The 
diffusionists have stuck to Ranking’s elephants, and in his clearest 
statement of the origin of Central American civilisation from 
Egypt, via Polynesia, Sir Grafton Elliot Smith calls his book 
Elephants and Ethnologists. Professor Leo Wiener provided an 
alternative to the Perry-EUiot Smith Egyptian origin of American 
civilisation by deriving the old American cultures from Gambia 
and Sierra Leone. As a complete contrast to these hyper- 
diffusionists come those who would derive Old World civilisations 
from the Americas. Amcghino claimed that man and civilisation 
had originated in South America, basing his views on his own 
investigations from 1870 onwards in the Argentine, and on the 
work of the Danish palaeontologist Lund, who had worked in the 
province of Minas Geraes in south-west Brazil between 1835 an ^ 
1844, excavating no less than eight hundred caves—in six of which, 
near Lagoa Santa, he found about thirty skulls. Ameghino’s 
extreme views have been revived recently by the late G. N. Lewis, 
Professor of Chemistry in the University of California. 1 

The third school of thought regards the Central American 
civilisations as having originated independently in the Americas, 
from the primitive food-gatherers of the Folsom-Yuma stage or 
comparable cultures. This is the orthodox view of American 
anthropologists and archaeologists, and it is certainly the one 
which the archaeological evidence, imperfect though it still is, 
would seem to support. Chamay was inclined to belittle the 
interest in American origins: in his study of the ancient American 
cities he declared “the question of first origins ” to be “ unnecessary 
for our purpose” and “an idle pursuit”. It certainly becomes an 
idle and dangerous pursuit when it leads to the speculations of 
Poznansky, and to works like Elliot Smith’s Elephants and 
1 "The Beginning of Civilisation in America/* American Anthropologist, 1947, 1. 
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Ethnologists , and Bellamy's Built before the Flood. But, properly 
conducted, it is one of the most fruitful enquiries, and likely to be 
of great profit to Old World prehistorians. For the more we 
study the question “What is the origin of the Middle American 
civilisations?” the more wc begin to wonder what the phrase 
“the rise of a civilisation” means. Is civilisation, as used by pre- 
historians and protohistorians, no more than a label for a com¬ 
plicated culture pattern which included writing and city life? 
Granted an increasing complexity in culture and an assured food 
supply, may not tivilisatioua have arisen independently in the Old 
World? The New World evidence needs digesting by Old World 
prehistorians, and in the light of it a re-examination of Old World 
protohistory may show that developments of the Old World proto- 
historic civilisations were parallel and not the result of diffusion 
from one centre. This is particularly so in regard to China and 
India. Wc know very little from archaeology about the mechanics 
of culture diffusion; the study of American archaeology may help 
us to clearer thinking in these matters. We often talk of the 
development of agriculture as a stage in prehistoric development; 
it is a hall-mark of the Neolithic of the textbooks, the Food- 
producing Revolution of Peake and Elliot Smith, and the Neo¬ 
lithic Revolution of Childe. Do not these phrases merely mean 
the discovery of wheat cultivation in south-west Asia? A study 
of American archaeology and anthropology suggests that manioc 
■was developed in the lowlands of South America and maize in 
the Central American highland. Are these evidences of two more 
•Neolithic revolutions ? And what of rice cultivation, which seems 
to have originated in South China, Indonesia and Bengal? It 
certainly looks as if “agriculture” may well have been invented 
four times, or, rather, that it is an omnibus word for four separate 
developments in man's economic life. American archaeology 
teaches us at the present day very clearly that words like agriculture 
and civilisation may well be no more than the conceptual tools by 
which the prehistorian has so far advanced his subject, and that 
what really has happened in human history is not necessarily just 
what has happened in the Near East and Europe. 

4. The Development of Palaeolithic Studies 

Writing in 1922, in his El Hombre Fossil, Obermaier said that 
in parts of the world other than Europe “the ancient past of 
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Humanity is as yet unexplained and shrouded in impenetrable 
obscurity”. He was thinking of the Palaeolithic, and, although 
it is true that there has been an enormous extension of our know¬ 
ledge of the Palaeolithic in the quarter-century since Obermaier 
wrote, yet it must not be thought that the world-wide nature of 
the Old Stone Age was unknown before these intensive researches. 
As early as 1868 Bruce Foote had found palacolitlm in the 
Narbada valley in the Madras presidency, and even earlier, in 1855, 
Colonel Bowker had collected and presented stone implements 
to the museum at Capetown. At the Edinburgh meeting of the 
British Association in 1871 the Abbe Richard exhibited palaco- 
liths found near Lake Tiberias. All these were, of course, 
isolated discoveries, but their cumulative effect was such that by 
1873 de Mortillct could claim that the Stone Age was a universal 
stage of early history “preceding all civilisations”, even the most 
ancient, found all over the world, and he lists Italy, Greece, 
Palestine, Assyria, China, India and Egypt as having yielded 
evidence of the Palaeolithic. 

But for all this, Obermaier is right in saying that even in the 
early twenties of this century it was still only the European 
Palaeolithic that was understood in detail, and the transformation 
of Palaeolithic studies from a European or even western European 
basis to a world basis is the result of discoveries and comparative 
studies made in the twenties and thirties of this century in Africa, 
Hither Asia, Russia, India, China and south-east Asia. This is no 
place to chronicle these discoveries in detail but some of the most 
important work must be mentioned. 

The French had, from an early time, been interested in the 
Paleolithic of North Africa, and the work of Brcuil and Vaufrey 
there has been extended and supplemented by the work of Sand- 
ford and Arkell in the Nile Valley, 1 the work of Ca ton-Thompson 
in the Kharga Oasis, 8 and the most recent work of the Cambridge 
expeditions in Cyrenaica under McBumey,* and the American 
expeditions to Tangier. 4 The presence of Paiaeoliths in East 
Africa was first recognised in 1893 by Professor J. W. Gregory. 

1 Sand ford and Arkell, Palaeolithic Man and the Nile Faiyum Divide (1929): 
ibid., Palaeolithic Man and the Nile Valley in Nubia and Upper Egypt (19x3); 
Sandfnrd. Paleolithic Man and the Nile Valley in Upper and Middle Egxfit (1934). 

* Coton-Thompson and E. W. Gardner, The Desert Faiyum (1934). Caton- 
Thotnpson, "The Kharga Oasis," Antiquity, 1931. 221. 

• Proc. Preh. Soc., 194ft. 33. 

4 Henckel, Proc. Am. Philosophical Society, October 1948. 
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After the 1914-18 War, E. J. Wayland, Director of the Geological 
Survey of Uganda, began work there; from 1926 onwards L. S. B. 
Leakey began studying the Stone Age cultures of South Africa. 
Between them Wayland and Leakey have demonstrated an 
impressive sequence of prehistoric cultures, leading from simple 
pebble-tool industries like the Kafuan of Uganda and the Oldowan 
of Kenya through to Mesolithic and Neolithic cultures. 1 In 
South Africa recent workers like van Rict Lowe, Goodwin and 
Brcuil have worked out a similarly impressive sequence of pre¬ 
historic cultures, summarised by Burkitt in his South Africa's 
Past in Stone and Paint (1928) and by Goodwin and van Rict Lowe 
in their The Stone Age Cultures of South Africa (1928),* and by 
the Abbe Brcuil. 8 In central and western Africa the advance of 
our knowledge of Palaeolithic studies must always be associated 
with the work of the Rev. Neville Jones in southern Rhodesia. 4 

Between 1897 and 1900 Zumoffcn had identified a Chcllco- 
Achculian industry in Palestine, and later Ncuvillc found a flint 
industry of middle Palaeolithic date. In 1925 Turvillc-Pctrc 
found the famous Galilee skull associated with an Achculian- 
Mousterian industry.* The real advance of our knowledge of the 
Palaeolithic in Palestine dates from tire excavations by the Institut 
dc Pal&mtologic Humainc under Ncuvillc and St^kelis, and the 
American School of Prehistoric Research and the British School 
of Archaeology in Jerusalem under (Professor) D. A. E. Garrod, at 
sites such as Skhul, el-Wad and et-Tabun in the Wady el-Mughara 
on Mount Carmel. Here was found a sequence from the Tayacian 
of the Middle Pleistocene through the Lcvalloiso-Moustcrian of 
Middle Paleolithic times to the blade industries of the Upper 
Palaeolithic, and on to a new Mesolithic industry which was 
named the Natufian.® 

1 E. J. Wuylnnd, "Rifts, Rivora, Rains and Early Mnn in Uganda," Journal 
of the Royal Anthropological Institute, 1934.. L. S. B. Leakey, The Stone Age 
Cultures of Kenya Colony (1931). T. P. O'Brien, The Prehistory qJ Uganda 
Protectorate (1939). 

* For a general nummary of the Stone Age cultures of Africa sec L. S. D. 

Leakey, Stone Age Africa (1936). * Cahien d'Art, 1931. 

4 Neville Jones, The Stone Age in RJiodesia (1936). A. L. Armstrong. 
"Excavation in the Bamtak Cave," Jour. Roy. Ant. Inst., 1931. J. Desmond 
Chirk, Stone Age Sites in Northern Rhodesia and the Probabilities of Further 
Research (1939). 

1 F. T urvilie-Petits, Researches in Prehistoric Galilee, rgas-36, and Report on 
the Galilee Skull, London. 1927. 

• Bulletin of the American School of Prehistoric Research, 1931-36' D. A. E. 
Gnrrod, Antiquity, 1934, 133, and The Stone Age of Mount Carmel: Excavations 
at the Wady el-Mughara. Oxford, 1937. 
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Study of the Palaeolithic of India had begun soon after the 
discoveries of Boucher de Perthes and Pengelly in Europe had 
won acceptance for the antiquity of man and the authenticity of 
atone tools. Bruce Foote of the Indian Geological Survey 
immediately began to look for what he called similar traces of 
“early human art”. In 1863 he discovered a pulacolith near 
Madras, and then for forty-three years collected stone tools from 
the whole of south India, his great collection ultimately finding its 
way to the Madras Museum, and being published by himself 
in 1914 in two volumes called The Foote Collection of Indian 
Prehistoric and Protohistoric Antiquities (Madras, 1914). In 1930 
M. C. Burkitt studied the collection of palacoliths made from the 
Kistna Basin in south India by L. A. Cammiade, discovered a 
chronological sequence of types comparable with that recognised in 
Africa, and analysed the tools into the accepted framework of 
Palaeolithic epochal nomenclature. 1 In 1935 dc Terra led the 
Yale-Cambridge North Indian Expedition, consisting of himself, 
Teilhard de Chardin and T. T. Paterson, to resolve problems of 
the Indian Stone Age in Kashmir and the Punjab. Here de Terra 
found an industry with pebble choppers, and flake and cores of 
Clacto-LevalloiRcan types, but evolved on its own lines, to which 
he gave the name Soan. Dc Terra also distinguished a pre-Soan 
industry, a flake industry recalling the Clactonian. 

There would then appear to have been in India in Mid and 
Upper Pleistocene times what Krishnaswami describes as “two 
different manufacturing traditions working together and of equal 
antiquity V the first the Soan chopper-chopping pebble tradition 
and the second the Abbcvillio-Acheulian hand-axe tradition. A 
true Upper Palaeolithic comparable with the Solutrean and 
Magdalenian docs not exist in India, though some blade industries 
have been distinguished, and there are widespread microlithic 
industries, which have been compared with the Capaian of Syria 
and Africa, and which merge into the “Neolithic” industries of 
India. 

Two years after his first expedition, de Terra led an expedition 
under the auspices of Harvard University to Burma. He was 
accompanied by Teilhard de Chardin and Movius. They 
discovered an industry of chopping tools and coarse scrapers as 

1 Burkitt and Cammiade, Antiqtaty, IV, p. 3*7 ff. Burkitt, Cammiade, and 
Richards, Geological Magazine, LXIX. * Ancient India, 1947, 4 <> 
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well as chopping tools of petrified wood, and to this industry 
Movius gave the name Anyathian. The Anyathian was thought 
to be generally contemporary with the Soan of India. Tools 
comparable with the Anyathian of Burma have been found in 
Malaya, at Patijan in Java, and at Choukouticn in China, 1 as well 
as during the last war by van Heekcrcn at Ban-Koa in the Mekong 
valley in Siam.* 

Meanwhile Chinese prehistory has had added to it a variety 
of Palaeolithic cultures as well as the Neolithic and Bronze Age 
cultures. The story of the discovery of Peking Man has often 
been told. Andcrsson excavated at Choukouticn, just under 
forty miles south-west of Peking, early Pleistocene cave deposits in 
1921 and the following years, and in 1926 discovered two human 
teeth. The following year Birger Boldin continued the excava¬ 
tions in the Choukouticn cave and discovered another tooth, which 
Davidson Black attributed to a hitherto unknown variety of early 
man, which he christened Sinanthropus Pekincnsis . Following 
these discoveries the Choukouticn site was systematically excavated 
under the direction of Dr Wong Wen Iiao and with the assistance 
of Father Teilhard dc Chardin. By 1939 thirty-eight specimens 
of the new species had been found, as well as artefacts. Apart 
from a single chert implement from Locality 13, described as a 
core tool and compared with Abbevillian hand-axes, the industry 
associated with the Choukouticn Sinanthropi is a flake industry, 
including scrapers, points, chisels, choppers and gravers, as well 
as worked utilised bones. This classical Sinanthropus industry is 
found at Choukoutien, Locality 1, together with evidences of fire 
and apparently of organised cannibalism. Both Localities 1 and 13 
are dated to the Lower Pleistocene. Elsewhere at Choukouticn, 
at Locality 15, another industry was discovered in what were 
perhaps Lower Middle Pleistocene contexts; this industry has been 
classified as perhaps a later development of the classical industry 
of Locality 1. 

The gap between the Lower Palaeolithic industries of Chou¬ 
koutien Localities 1, 13 and 15 and the early pre-Yangshao 
Neolithic cultures has been filled in part by discoveries in 
the Mongolian Gobi desert, the Ordos desert and by further 

1 On the Anyothian and the Burma excavations see Movius, Early Man 
and Pleistocene Stratigraphy in Southern and Eastern Asia, 1944. 

a H. R. van Hcekeren, "Prehistoric Discoveries in Siam, 1943-44," 
Proceedings 0f the Prehistoric Society, 1948, 24 ff. 
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discoveries at Choukouticn. In 1923 and 1924 Father Teilhard de 
Chardin and Father Liccnt discovered in the Ordos desert region, 
at sites such as Choci-tung-kiau and Sjora-osso-gol, a Middle 
Palaeolithic industry dated to the Late Middle Pleistocene, while 
between 1930 and 1939 the Upper Cave industry at Choukouticn 
was discovered and described. It is an industry poor in stone 
tools but rich in bone artefacts, such as needles and pendants, 
perforated shells, painted red stone beads, and associated with 
the remains of seven human beings which had haematite powder 
scattered over and around their bones. 1 

The gap in our knowledge of the world Palaeolithic between 
eastern Europe and China has been filled in part by the work of 
Russian prehistorians such as Gerasimov, Efimenko, Zamyatkin 
and llontch-Osmolovski, who, while not finding any Lower 
Palaeolithic industries, have discovered rich Upper Palaeolithic 
industries at sites in European Russia like Kostienki and Gargarino, 
and in Siberia like the famous site of MaPta dug by Petri near 
Irkutsk.* 

This bare chronicle of some of the important Palaeolithic 
discoveries of the last thirty years must suffice to indicate the way 
in which, between 1920 and 1950, world Palaeolithic studies have 
been bom. Their interest to us is not only in the wide extent 
of Palaeolithic cultures; they have also changed our ideas of the 
content of Palaeolithic culture as a whole. Our knowledge of 
prehistoric art has been extended by the discovery of statuettes 
comparable with those from Willcndorf, Vistonicc and Grimaldi 
at the south Russian site9 of Kostienki and Gargarino, and from 
Mal'ta in Siberia: and by the study of the cave paintings and wall 
engravings of South Africa and southern Rhodesia. The picture 
of Palaeolithic dwellings given by researches in the nineteenth 
century in western Europe was one based entirely on rock shelters 
and “open sites", although no clear evidence was available as to 
what these open sites might be. The Russians have now 

1 On the Chinese Palaeolithic arc Teilhard de Chardin, "The Pleistocene of 
China: Stratigraphy and Correlations " in MacCurdy, Early Man, att; and 
Pei Wen-Chung, Palaeolithic Industries in China, ibid., aai; and Boule, Breuil, 
Liccnt et de Chardin, Le PalMitique de la Chine, 1928. 

• For on account of Russian prehistoric discoveries see Chiidc, Proceedings 
of the Prehistoric Society, 1935, 151; Tallgren, Europa Sep tent riot lalis Antique, 
X, 129; Golomahtok, American Anthropologist, 1933, 3 0, » 8r, d Trans. American 
Philosophical Society, 1938; Field and Prostov, American Anthropologist, 1936 
and 1937; Zolotarev, American Anthropologist, 1938. 
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excavated, at Kostienki and Gagarino, Palaeolithic house sites; 
these were hollowed in the earth, with hearths, store-pits, and 
post-holes for roof supports. And in 1946 Leakey found at 
Mount Olorgasailie, near Nairobi, an Achculian living site with 
quantities of hand-axes and bolas. 

This great accession of information about the Palaeolithic all 
over the world has brought with it great problems of nomenclature 
and comparative archaeology, and there is still no general agree¬ 
ment on the correlations of these cultural sequences with each 
other, or with the geological phenomena of the Pleistocene. 1 
The problems of nomenclature have been ns • difficult as those of 
correlation; Leakey has been criticised for labelling industries 
in East Africa with the regional labels of old western European 
prehistory; in South Africa names of industries were deliberately 
chosen, like Stellcnbosh and Fauresmith, from local sites. The 
problem is a complicated one and is of course closely involved with 
the taxonomic basis of nomenclature; to what archaeological 
isolates are we giving the names industry, cultures, tradition, 
civilisation ? * 

We haveseen in the previous chapter how, gradually, Obermaier 
and Breuil arrived at the notion of two great contemporary 
civilisations in the Lower Palaeolithic. As the knowledge of 
world prehistory developed it seemed that these two civilisations 
embraced the world, and that in early Palaeolithic times the 
inhabited world could be divided into these two great provinces of 
flake and core tool-makers; the flake province was seen to include 
China and south-east Asia, as well as eastern Europe, while the 
core province comprised western Europe, Africa and India. 
These provinces were fully described and set out by Mcnghin 
in his Weltgeschichte der Steinzeit (1931). Here Mcnghin also 
argues for a third great province of Ix>wcr Palaeolithic cultures 
—a bone civilisation, and that the three great Lower Palaeolithic 
civilisations arose directly from an earlier wooden stage, or 
Palaeoxylic period. Menghin’s work is important not only for 
his attempt to define these early provinces, and because it is the 
first great survey of the world Palaeolithic, but because he also 

*■ * The most ambitious correlation is that attempted by T. T. Paterson in 

Nature, 1940, 12 and 49 - For another world correlation see Zcuner, Dating 
the Past. 

* For a useful expost of this problem see T. T. Paterson, " Core, Culture and 
Complex in the Old Stone Age,” Proceedings of the Prehistoric Society, 1945, 1. 
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attempts a complete reclassification of the Stone Age. As lie 
studied the problem of Stone Age cultures on a world basis he 
saw that it would be hopeless to retain for their description what 
Grahamc Clark has aptly described as “ the time-honoured 
hash of French place-names provincial in both space and time 
Menghin therefore proposed to abandon the words Palaeolithic 
and Neolithic, invented by Lubbock, and to produce three new 
divisions of the Stone Age: the Protolithic, the Miolithic and 
the Neolithic. By Protolithic he meant all industries earlier 
than the Upper Palaeolithic; the Miolithic included the Upper 
Palaeolithic and Mesolithic, while his newly defined Neolithic 
comprised Neolithic and Encolithic cultures. 2 This new scheme 
of Mcnghin's has not been adopted, and indeed at the present 
moment the idea of the two great civilisations of core tools and 
flake tools is undergoing very considerable modification. Perhaps, 
like the epochs of the West European Palaeolithic, it will be shown 
to be a useful conceptual tool, rather than the final classification 
of Stone Age man. 3 

Miss Caton-Thompson has insisted that in all this analysis of 
cultures and civilisations wc must be sure that we are dealing 
with realities and not merely “ tcchno-typological devices”, and 
Harper Kelley has very rightly said that “all biface cultures have 
their flake tools as well ”. 4 Movius, de Terra, Paterson, and more 
recently van Hcckcren, would distinguish a third civilisation, 
neither core nor flake, but associated with the chopper-chopping 
tool or pebble-tool, and group together the Soan of N.W. India, 
the Anyathian of Burma and Indo-China, the Choukoutienian of 
China, the Tampanian of Malaya, the Patjitanian of Java and the 
Fingnoian of Siam into the third Palaeolithic “civilisation”. 8 It 
may well be that we arc still at too early a stage of our knowledge 
of the world Palaeolithic to devise these large civilisations. As 
Professor Ganrod has remarked, the stultification of Palaeolithic 
studies for many years was due to “the canonisation of a scheme 

1 Antiquity, 1931. 518. 

• Menghin ulso devised n system of what he called " phascological chron¬ 
ology," by which a Protolithic culture survived into Miolithic times was called 
epi-protolithic, and a Protolithic culture survived into Neolithic times was 
called opsi-protolithic. 

* On this see Caton-Thompson: The Aterian Industry, its Place and 
Significance in the Palaeolithic World. Huxley Memorial Lecture, 1946. 

4 Proceedings of the Prehistoric Society, 1937. *5- 

1 Van Hcekeren hns christened his Mekong finds as Fingnoian, after Mei 
Fingnoi, the name of the river (Proc. Preh. Soc., 1948, 28). 
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which could only be applied locally" l ; we do not want to stultify 
further research in the Lower Palaeolithic by canonising too soon 
these two to four civilisations that have been so far distinguished. 

The extension of prehistoric studies which we have very 
briefly chronicled in this section has not, of course, stopped with 
the end of the Palaeolithic, and a welter of subsequent industries 
formerly described as Mesolithic and Neolithic have been dis¬ 
tinguished in various parts of the world, from the Angara-Yeneaei 
Neolithic of Siberia to the Hoabhininn culture of south-east Asia, 
Australia and Japan, first distinguished in Siam by Sariwin,* and 
the much-disputed Tumbian of Central Africa. 1 The Neolithic 
cultures of the Near Hast and Kurope are usually one of two 
things, cither the early peasant village communities which had 
not yet acquired a knowledge of metallurgy, or impoverished 
village communities derived from metal-using centres. As yet 
the relations of these various Neolithic communities in Africa, 
south-east Asia and Siberia to the Ncolithic-Clialcolithic peasant 
village communities of the Near Hast is very obscure; it is one 
of the most important fields for future research in world 
prehistory. 


1 Proc. Prrh. Sot 1938, ». 

• L'Anthropologi*, 1933, 1 flf. 

• For an excellent account of the Tumbian problem *ee C. T. Shaw, 
Proceedings oj the Prehistoric Society, 1 944. 51-60, nnd K. Vnufrcy " Lc Ntfu- 
lithiquc Paro-Toumbicn," La Revue Scwtttfique, 1947. 
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CHAPTER NINE 


THE DEVELOPMENT OP TECHNIQUES Sc METHODS: 1900-50 

T HE average reader asked to say what was the most single 
significant development of prehistoric archaeology in the 
present century would say, unhesitatingly, the development 
of archaeology into a scientific study, and by this would mean the 
development of scientific techniques and methods. It is probable 
that every generation of thoughtful archaeologists with a conscious 
and deliberate technique of discovery, excavation, analysis and 
interpretation will make notable advances on a previous generation 
and will, to a certain extent, regard themselves as scientific and 
their predecessors as unscientific. Already we can detect this 
process in considering the generations that separate Loftus and 
Layard from Rassam, Rassam from Koldcwey and Andrac, and 
die work of the Deutsch Orient Gcsellschaft from the work of 
the British, American and French expeditions in Mesopotamia 
between the two world wars. Yet, even when we have made 
allowance for die inevitable development of technique that must 
accompany the growth of a young and energetic branch of learning, 
it is true that the firat half of the twentieth century has seen an 
enormous advance in methods and technique and that, from the 
viewpoint of future generations, it may well be that this advance of 
scientific technique will be regarded as of equal importance in the 
history of archaeology with the great discoveries made in that 
half-century. 

What exaedy has been involved in this development of new 
techniques, methods and atdtudes? In the first place, twentieth- 
century archaeology has become conscious of the need for planning 
and method in all aspects of archaeological work—in discovery, 
in excavation, in the recording, preservation and disposal of 
remains, and in research. A conscience regarding the disposal 
of antiquities dates back, as we have seen, to Mariette and to the 
action of the Germans at Olympia: the Iraq Antiquities Service 
and-legislation created by Gertrude Bell before the 1914-18 War 
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may be taken as an exemplar of the national organisations and 
legislations that have come into existence in most countries since 
that time, of which the Irish and Danish organisations provide the 
most striking modern developments. The deliberate elaboration 
of excavation technique may be said to start with the Germans 
at Olympia, with Petrie in Egypt, and with Pitt Rivers in England. 
This consciousness of technique in excavation is shown by the 
publication of Petrie's Methods and Aims in Archaeology (1904), 
the Manuel de Recherchcs prdkistoriqutt published in 1906 by 
the Soci£t6 Pr^historique dc France, and Droop’s Archaeological 
Excavation (1915)- The advice of Montclius that it is better not 
to carry out any excavations than to work in such a way that facts 
arc irreparably lost gradually became a sine qua non of archaeo¬ 
logical work. We may at the present day gauge the extent of the 
conscious direction towards a technique of excavation in Atkinson's 
Field Archaeology (1946), Du Mesnil du Buisson's La Technique 
des Fouilles archaeologiques: Principes gbitraux (1934), and the 
Manual on the Technique of Archaeological Excavations published 
by the International Museums Office of the International Institute 
of Intellectual Co-operation after its International Conference on 
Excavations held in Cairo in 1937. 

Secondly, the new scientific method in archaeology involves 
not only a conscious study of technique, but a study of the totality 
of phenomena. The archaeologist is no longer concerned with 
a few sites, or a few works of art, or a few interesting things dug 
out of an ancient site. He is now concerned with all the evidence 
that can be obtained from an excavation down to the domestic 
pottery and the bones and seeds preserved in refuse heaps. The 
archaeologist has long ago ceased to be a connoisseur; indeed so 
much so that it may sometimes be complained justifiably of the 
prehistoric archaeologist that he has entirely set aside aesthetic 
judgements. The detailed excavation report, with its emphasis 
on the study of all material remains found, and the distribution 
map, itself the visual presentation of all the sites of a particular 
artefact or culture, are witness to this emphasis on the study of 
the totality of archaeological evidence. 

Thirdly, archaeology has become increasingly dependent on 
information from specialists in the natural sciences regarding the 
material and associated finds of the prehistoric human past. We 
have seen that in the late nineteenth century archaeology was busy 
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establishing itself as the paramount source of information regarding 
the prehistoric past, and denying the usefulness of alleged pre¬ 
historic facts obtained from a study of physical anthropology, 
linguistic palaeontology, folk-lore, survivals, and oral literature. 
Having established itself as the paramount source, archaeology now 
finds that it is able to provide only part of the story needed by the 
prehistorian, and turns, for example, to the geologist for analyses 
of rocks, the metallurgist for analyses of prehistoric bronzes, the 
botanist, the pollen analyst and zoologist for information about 
the flora and fauna of prehistoric times, the gcochronologist for 
absolute time scales, the pedologist for information regarding the 
ecological conditions of human settlement. Indeed so widespread 
is this dependence that the Council for British Archaeology 
published recently a small pamphlet of Notes for the Guidance of 
Archaeologists in regard to Expert Evidence , while works like 
Lucas’s Ancient Egyptian Materials (19x6) and J. R. Partington’s 
Origins and Development of Applied Chemistry (1935) show the 
wealth of data to be obtained by the scientific analysis of material 
and associated finds. 

Let us briefly consider these three trends in relation to the 
advance in techniques of excavation, discovery and interpretation. 

1. Techniques of Excavation 

Wc have already traced the beginnings of scientific excavation, 
assisted by architects and photography, in the work of Curtius 
at Olympia, Petrie in Egypt and Pitt Rivers in England. These 
great excavators built up a body of excavational technique which 
formed the basis of twentieth-century excavational methods. The 
excavations at Anau occupy an important place in the development 
of archaeological technique. Anau was excavated in 1904 under 
the general direction of Pumpelty. The actual digging, preserva¬ 
tion and recording were undertaken by Hubert Schmidt, of the 
Museum fiir Vdlkerkundc in Berlin: Schmidt had been trnined 
by Dorpfeld at Troy. He set about the Anau excavations by 
sinking large pits, which were deepened two feet a day, and by 
marking the position of everything found. We read in the Anau 
report such phrases as “ Much of the earth was sifted to save small 
objects”, and “The importance of considering even apparently 
insignificant objects as documents containing a story, and of 
recording their vertical and horizontal position in the column 
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of culture strata became evident at every stage of the analysis of 
results”. The human skulls from Anau were studied by Scrgi, 
the long bones by Mollison, animal bones by Ducrst of Zurich, 
the remains of cultivated grains by Schcllenbcrg, while F. A. Gooch 
made chemical analyses of the metal implements. Schcllenbcrg 
was able to identify wheat and two-rowed barley from casts and 
from siliceous skeletons of the chaff of these cereals. Ducrst, who 
was sent half a ton of animal bones (and complained that their 
analysis occupied his whole time for three years!), alleged that, 
from his studies alone, he was able to show the translation 
of Bos nomadicus , pig and sheep from a wild to n tame state, 
a conclusion, if confirmed, of the greatest importance to the 
prehistorian. 

The techniques of excavation developed in classical lands 
were brought to Mesopotamia by Koldcwey. We have already 
spoken of the work of Koldewcy 3t Babylon and Andrac at Ashur. 
The work at Ashur has been described by Seton Lloyd as “a 
brilliant feat of excavating and the prototype of all stratigraphical 
investigations in later times ”. 1 Egypt was, in a way, a paradise for 
excavators, but did not perhaps lead to such advances in technique 
as did Mesopotamia. In Egypt every monument was built of 
stone or cut in the solid rock, and the arid climate permitted 
preservation in a remarkable manner of objects of wood, cloth 
and other perishable materials which would have been destroyed 
elsewhere. Egypt, moreover, had so many sites occupied only 
once. It was, therefore, in Mesopotamia that the classical 
techniques were reshaped and that new techniques of strati¬ 
graphical examination, and of the excavation of perished and 
semi-perished materials, were developed. The architecture of 
Mesopotamia is executed in sun-dried bricks; the techniques of 
tracing these were quite unknown to earlier excavators. Koldewcy 
and Andrac first successfully traced the walls of sun-dried 
brick, and this work reached its highest technical achievements in 
the work of Delougaz, at Khafajah, where every single brick was 
articulated, the chips being blown away by compressed air. The 
excavations at Ur were a noteworthy model of the whole modern 
technique of archaeology, from extraction and preservation to 
interpretation and publication. Among the most remarkable 
technical achievements at Ur was the recovery of destroyed objects 
1 Foundation! in the Dutt, 202. 
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like Shub-ad’s harp by the study of the “ghosts ” of the strings, an 
achievement comparable with Professor Garrod's reconstruction 
of a wooden spear from the hole it had left in the pelvis of a Palaeo¬ 
lithic hunter in Palestine, and Badi’s use at Tell en-Nasbeh of the 
fingerprints of Bronze Age potters for tracing the contemporaneity 
of strata. 

But it would be a mistake to suppose that the development 
of archaeological cxcavational technique in the first half of the 
twentieth century was due only to work in the Near East. Work 
in Europe, too, has contributed a great deal to the development 
of technique. Special mention should be made of the Danish 
examination of tree coffins, excavations in Germany like those of 
Buttler at Koln-Lindcnthnl, British excavations such as those of 
Wheeler, Hawkcs, Grimes and Fox, and the work of van Giffcn 
in Holland. Buttler at Koln-Lindcnthal and other sites used a 
technique which Crawford has called that of the horizontal 
section, and Mahr that of the study of monumental palimpsests. 
The sites above ground had been entirely destroyed and excavation 
consisted of the careful recovery of post-holes and pits—even 
outlines of skeletons were found. The same techniques of post- 
hole and ghost studies were developed by van Giffen in the Dutch 
provinces of Groningen and Drenthc. 1 

It would also be a mistake to suppose that the first half of the 
twentieth century saw nothing but the development and practice 
of a slowly perfecting technique of excavation. Far from it; the 
record shows that the principles of modem excavation were 
only very slowly learned. We have stressed the importance of 
Koldcwey’s work at Babylon in that he excavated a whole site and 
paid attention not only to palaces and sculptures but tothcdomestic 
and commercial quarters of the city. But, as Childe has pointed 
out, Koldcwey himself was “culpably neglectful of pottery, im¬ 
plements and even graves, to say nothing of human skeletons “ 2 : 
and, as late as 1907, A. H. Sayce was in a position to deplore the 
absence of a ceramic record for Babylonia and Assyria. 3 The 
modern excavations in India, which brought to light the great 
Indus civilisation, were technically inspired by Sir John Marshall 
and Ernest Mackay. Mackay brought to the problem his training 

1 See Die Bauarl der Einzclgr fiber (1930) «nd "La Technique des FouUles 
aux Paya-Bja,” Mouseionj, voJ. 43, 44 - 

1 Occasional Papers, Institute of Archaeology, University of London, No. 5, p. 21. 

1 The Archaeology of the Cuneiform Inscriptions. 
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in Egypt and Mesopotamia, and one of the main reasons why 
Sir John Marshall was made Director-General of Archaeology in 
India, as he himself admits, 1 was that he might introduce into 
India the scientific methods of digging he had learned in Greece. 
Yet, as Piggott and Wheeler have pointed out, 2 the real significance 
of stratigraphy on archaeological sites as demonstrated by DOrpfcld, 
Schmidt, Petrie and Pitt-Rivers docs not seem to have been 
understood, and the so-called stratification of the Indus Valley 
civilisation depended not on the recognition of occupation levels 
but on levelling every object found and tying it at long range 
with the sea-level at Karachi, a system which Wheeler has, with 
commendable restraint, described ns “incredible*\ 

The development of complex and detailed excavation tech¬ 
niques has meant the growth in size and complexity of excavation 
staffs. The staff of the Carnegie Institution of Washington 
Excavations at Chichcn Itza, in Yucatan, for example, consisted 
of the director (S. G. Morley), a chief assistant, an assistant in 
charge of each unit of the excavation, a supervisor for the restora¬ 
tion of buildings, an epigrapher, an architect, a surveyor, artists to 
copy the frescoes and murals, a photographer and an engineer, not 
to speak of a trained housekeeper-nurse. 5 Excavational organisa¬ 
tion has indeed progressed a long way from the days of Bclzoni 
and Rassam. And together with the complexity of excavation has 
gone the complexity of excavational reporting. We have only to 
glance at the size and comprehensiveness of Wheeler’s Maiden 
Castle , the Hawkes and Hull report on Colchester , Sir John 
Marshall's Mohenjodaro, the Ur reports, or the reports of the 
Oriental Institute of Chicago on Alishar Huyiik, to see how 
complicated and forbidding the primary sources of archaeology 
have become through a half-century of scientific digging. 

2. Techniques of Discovery 

Apart from excavation, archaeological discovery depends 
largely on chance and on field survey. Many of the important 
archaeological discoveries in die nineteenth century were due to 
chance, and in the first half of die present century chance re¬ 
mained, as it must always do, a most vitally significant factor in 

1 Revealittg India't Past (ed. J. Cummins), 1939, 23. 

* Ancient India, No. 3 .(* 947 ), 143-150. 

• Manual of the Technique of Archaeological Excavations, 53. 
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discovery. Mari was discovered following the chance finding by 
villagers of a Sumerian statuette, the excavations at Ras Shamra- 
Ugarit followed on the discovery by a peasant, when ploughing, of 
a corbelled tomb, the fine La Tine hoard of Llyn Cerrig Bach was 
brought to light by accident during the construction of an aero¬ 
drome, while the painted eaves of Lascaux were found because 
some French boys lost their dog down a hole in the ground. But, 
increasingly in the last fifty years, discoveries have been made as 
a result of deliberate field archaeology, often based on clues in 
maps, charters, or early written accounts. 

Field archaeology—the study of the prehistoric sites in the 
field as distinct from their excavation—is as old as British anti- 
quarianism itself, and has its roots in the work of Lclnnd, Lhwyd, 
Camden and Aubrey. General Roy's The Military Antiquities oj 
the Romans in Britain (1793) was a fine work of field archaeology. 
Roy bequeathed to the Ordnance Survey the tradition that its 
maps should bear indications of antiquities, or the non-functional 
as well as the functional aspects of the cultural landscape, a 
tradition very much lacking in many other national surveys, such 
as the French. Colt Hoarc and Cunnington were great field 
archaeologists as well as excavators, and so were Greenwcll and 
Pitt-Rivers. Randall 1 has stressed the contribution of the 
Oxford historians of the seventies such ns Freeman, Stubbs and 
Green to field archaeology, and especially the importance of 
Edwin Guest, Master of Caius, who, though not an excavator, 
spent a great deal of his time exploring the countryside, often 
“ with half the village in company”. 

Springing both from the antiquarians and the historians, 
there came into existence the fine tradition of English field 
archaeology which is one of our greatest contributions to the 
development of prehistory. The greatest development of this 
tradition was, however, after 1900, and was associated first with 
men like Williams-Frecman, Harold Peake and W. G. Collingwood, 
next with Crawford and Fox, and in the last quarter-century with 
Phillips, Grimes and Grinsell, to mention only a few names. 
Among the special achievements of field archaeology in Britain 
must be mentioned the archaeological maps of the Ordnance 
Survey, Fox's work on the East Anglian and Welsh dykes, Grimes's 
survey of Welsh megaliths, the survey of a team of north Irish 
* History itt the Open Air (1936), 9-11. 
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workers under Estyn Evans of the antiquities of Ulster, Hansford 
Worth’s field surveys of Dartmoor antiquities, and Grinscll’s field 
surveys of the barrows of many of the counties of southern 
England—all good examples of the necessity of the study of the 
totality of phenomena in field archaeology. We should mention 
here, too, the archaeological trnvcls of Sir Aurcl Stein in India, 
Iran and Central Asia, which are among the most remarkable 
pieces of field archaeology that have ever been undertaken. 

New techniques had been added to those already employed 
in ninctccnth-ccntury field work—techniques such ns busing, 
phosphate determination, resistivity survey and echo-sounding. 
'Special techniques have been devised for carrying out field work 
beneath the sea. The recovery of ships such as that off Mahdia 
(Tunis) and those from Lake Nemi in Italy arc well known. Less 
well known is the submarine field work of Pore Poidebard in Syria, 
where, with the use of submersible cameras, divers, und the 
lunette de calf at —the “caulker’s bucket glass”—he made a survey 
of the ancient port and roadstead of Tyre. But, unquestionably, 
the greatest single technical advance in recent archaeological 
discoveiy has been the archaeological use of air photography. 

Photography from the air was first suggested as a joke in a 
French lithographed caricature published in the middle of the 
nineteenth century. The joke became fact when, in 1858, the 
Parisian photographer Gaspard Felix Tournachon, who went by 
the name of Nadar, took air photographs of Paris from a balloon. 
Honorc Daumier drew a caricature of this exploit, declaring that 
Nadar had elevated photography to be the “highest” of the arts. 
In 1860-61, King and Black took air photographs of Boston, 
America, from a captive balloon, and in 1863 Negretti took air 
photographs of a London suburb. Nadar was urged to use air 
photography for military purposes during the Franco-Italian war 
of 1859, but declined. The first military use of air photography 
occurred during the American Civil War. 

The pioneer of air photography in the British Army was Major 
Elsdale, who served in the Army’s Balloon Establishment and, 
between 1880 and 1888, carried out photographic experiments 
from free balloons, as well as inventing a method of using small 
passengcrless balloons. These latter balloons were just large 
enough to carry a camera which automatically exposed a number 
of plates, after which the balloon descended with the photographs 
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it had taken. Sir Charles Close (then a lieutenant in India) 
suggested in 1891 that apparatus similar to that used by Major/ 
ElsdaJc should be used for photographing archaeological sites near 1 
Agra, such as Fatehpur Sikri. The scheme was approved by the 
Surveyor-General of India, but eventually came to no more than' 
a few air photographs of Calcutta. Close’s purpose had been to 
get a bird's-eye overall view of the cultural landscape around Agra 
and to construct a map from these photographs. This purpose 
was not achieved until the end of the 1939-45 War. 

The first archaeological air photographs were taken in 1906 by | 
Lieutenant P. II. Sharpe, R.E.—nearly half a century after Nadar | 
had demonstrated the practicability of such photography. Sharpe 
took an oblique and a vertical photograph of Stonehenge from 
a military balloon. These were displayed at the Society of 
Antiquaries in December 1906 by Colonel J. E. Capper, and were 
published next year in Archaeologia (vol. 60, 1907, plates 69 
and 70). These two photographs are interesting as curiosities: 
they were the earliest examples of air archaeology, and revealed 
very clearly the value of air photographs in depicting ancient 
remains as a whole and from a fresh perspective unobtainable on 
the ground. They also showed up, as dark marks, features like the 
avenue, which were no longer visible on the ground as surface 
features; in fact they provided at once a demonstration that air 
photography could reveal not onlythe functional and non-functional 
cultural landscape visible to a ground observer, but traces of the 
non-functional cultural landscape now hidden from the ga 7 .c of 
earthbound scholars. This was, of course, the great contribution 
of air archaeology to the development of prehistoric archaeology, 
nnmely, that it was n prime source for the discovery of new sites. 
But it was not realised in 1906 that the air camera had added 
a fourth to the three other sources of archaeological discovery 
hitherto available — chance, field work and excavation. This 
realisation had to wait until the 1914-18 War. 

In the years immediately preceding the 1914-18 War, 
H. S. Wellcome used large box-kites with special automatically 
controlled cameras for photographing his excavations in the Sudan, 
but it took the war itself to make air photography an efficient 
instrument for collecting information and to reveal fully its 
archaeological purposes. In the first place, it trained archae¬ 
ologists and geographers, among others, in the new techniques of 
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photography and photographic interpretation, and secondly, it 
provided, incidentally to military requirements, photographs of 
arcliaeological sites, many hitherto unknown. The archaeological 
value of air photography was recognised by German, English 
and French scholars working on military photographic duties. 
M. L&n Rcy used air photographs for archaeological purposes in 
Macedonia in 19x5. Dr Theodor Wicgand traced the eastern 
end of the Roman limes in the Dobrudja from air photographs, 
and was later sent out specially with the German forces in south 
Palestine and Sinai to photograph archaeological sites and describe 
liis results, which he did in a monograph published in 1920 in 
Berlin. At the same time, and later, the Royal Flying Corps and 
the French Air Force were taking air photographs of archaeological 
. interest in the Near East, and the value of these was appreciated 
by Poidebard, Ilamshaw Thomas and Beazeley. Father Antoine 
Poidebard, a Frenchman, studied air photographs in the Near East 
during the war and in 1918 flew across Persia with General 
Dunstcrville's force. 

Colonel Beazeley was a sapper with the British forces in 
Mesopotamia, and on his routine military flights he noted the 
strange patterns of canals and the karezes , or underground water 
' channels, and was able to pick out the plans of ancient cities. 
Describing lu's discovery of the ancient city of Eski Baghdad, 
north of Samarra, he wrote “much of the detail was not recognis¬ 
able on the ground, but was well shown up in the photographs, ns 
the slight difference in the colour of the soil came out with marked 
effect on the sensitive film ”. Beazeley also describes his discovery 
of detached forts: “When riding as a passenger in an aeroplane, 
en route for survey over enemy territory, I could clearly see on the 
desert the outline of a series of detached forts . . . whereas when 
walking over them on the ground no trace was visible.” He also 
records “the outline of an ancient irrigation system”, but adds 
“unfortunately I was shot down and captured before being able 
to make a detailed survey of the system during a lull in the military 
operations”. Nevertheless, before his capture, Beazeley had laid 
the basis of the archaeological interpretation of air photographs 
- which lie was able to set out in his paper on Surveys in Mesopotamia 
during the War, which he read to the Royal Geographical Society 
( Geographical Journal , 1920). 

Less of archaeological interest was seen on air photographs of 
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the Western Front than on those of the Near East, for various 
reasons, notably the greater height at which photographs were 
taken on the Western Front, and the barren or overgrown nature of 
the cultural landscape in north France and Belgium. But at least 
one observer on the Western Front, O. G. S. Crawford, realised 
the value of archaeological air photography. Before the war 
Crawford had often discussed with Williams-Freeman the possi¬ 
bilities and advantages of the overhead view in archaeology: 
during the war he had considerable experience as observer and 
photographic interpreter; after the war, and especially after he 
had been appointed Archaeological Officer to the Ordnance 
Survey, he was able to lay the real foundations of the scientific 
study of archaeological air photography. 

To many, the development of air archaeology is synonymous 
with the name Crawford, and most who write the history of this 
new archaeological technique very properly pay high tribute to 
his work. Crawford himself has insisted that the credit for the 
first actual application of aeroplane photography to archaeology 
should go to Beazeley. Actually, before photography from 
aeroplanes or balloons, some archaeologists had realised the value 
of the detached overhead view with its new perspective. In a 
discussion in the Royal Geographical Society in 1923, following 
the reading of a paper by Crawford, two very interesting comments 
were made. Sir Charles Close instanced how, from the top of the 
rock of Gibraltar, it was possible to see, on the ground to the north, 
remains of old Spanish lines which were invisible on the level; 
and Dr Williams-Freeman said he had often noticed, on the 
ground, features 9 hown up by shadow, soil differences and snow 
which he would otherwise have missed, and had noticed, moreover, 
how these features showed up more clearly when viewed from the 
top of a hill. “ I remember thinking", said Williams-Freeman, 
‘‘that one ought to be a bird in order to be a field archaeologist." 
The air camera and the aeroplane enabled the field archaeologist to 
cany out this obligation. Many realised this during the stress 
of military operations in the 1914-18 War, but none perhaps 
as clearly as Crawford. 

In the years following the .war the Royal Air Force began taking 
photographs of England. These were bound, sooner or later, in 
a country whose cultural landscape is a crowded palimpsest, to 
include archaeological sites. It was found that these were of 
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three kinds: first, sites such as barrows and hill forts already 
known from ground survey but now revealed for the first time from 
a new overhead viewpoint and in their correct topographical 
relationship; second, sites which were recognisable on the ground 
merely as a jumble of curious ditches and banks but which now, 
in air view, could be properly seen in totality and in their 
appropriate interrelationships, and which could be sorted out into 
the remains of prehistoric fields and farms; and third, sites which 
were unrecognisable as archaeological sites from ground survey 
alone. It was this third type of photograph, showing the vanished 
or non-apparent cultural landscape, that most excited archae¬ 
ologists. In 1922 Air Commodore Clark Iiall showed Williams* 
Freeman and Crawford air photographs of parts of Hampshire 
showing curious marks not readily apparent to the ground 
archaeologist, but which now stood out as a prehistoric pattern 
of what Crawford called Celtic fields. The two archaeologists at 
once realised the potentiality of air photography in the discovery 
of half-destroyed and levelled sites surviving as soil, shadow and 
crop marks. Public interest was aroused by the publication in 
the London Observer in 1923 of air photographs of Celtic fields 
and the Stonehenge Avenue, and has been consistently maintained 
in this, one of the strangest and most spectacular techniques of the 
archaeologist. 

The development of archaeological air photography between 
the two wars was due in the main to the initiative and energy of 
three people—Crawford, Allen and P£re Poidebard. In 1924 
Crawford and Keillcr hired an aircraft and took three hundred 
photographs of archaeological sites in two months—in a wet 
season. These sorties formed the basis of Wessex Jroni the Air, 
published in 1928, a magnificent work which can be called the 
foundation stone of air archaeology. Crawford had set out the 
principles of air archaeology in a lecture to the Royal Geographical 
Society, reprinted under the title Air Survey and Archaeology 
in the Geographical Journal for 1923, and later republished as a 
Professional Paper of the Ordnance Survey (first edition, 1924, 
second edition, 1928). A second Professional Paper, Air 
Photography for Archaeologists , was published in 1929. In the 
pages of Antiquity, and elsewhere, Crawford drew attention to new 
discoveries made by air photography, notably those of Woodhenge, 
the Arminghall Woodhenge and Little Woodbury. 
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Major Allen's interest in air archaeology was stimulated by 
reading Wessex from the Air. Subsequently, in a few seasons’ 
flying, he took many thousands of photographs, piloting his own 
aircraft and operating his own hand-made camera. Crawford, 
and many of the other war-time photographic interpreters, had 
emphasised the value of vertical air photographs. Allen was the 
first to stress the great value of oblique air photographs to archae¬ 
ology, and his magnificent oblique view's of Maiden Castle, Celtic 
fields and other sites have done a great deal to make air photography 
intelligible to those who remained puzzled by the unfamiliar 
appearances of the cultural landscape and the fundament in 
vertical view. 

Poidebard’s work has been concentrated in the Near East, 
where his interest in air photographs had been aroused during 
the 1914-18 War. As a result of work in the twenties he published 
in 1934 La Trace dc Rome dans le Desert de Syrie: It Limes de 
Trajan d la Couquite arabe; recherches atriennes 1925-32. In 
1939 he published Un Grand Port dispart/, Tyr; recherches 
ahiennes et sous-mariues ^ 934 ~ 3 ^> and in 1945 (with R. Mouterde) 
Le Limes de Chalcis. All these three works are of remarkable 
distinction and interest. His work in Tyre combines ground 
and air archaeology in a most exemplary and profitable way, 
together with special submarine researches which he carried 
out, first by aerial photography, and, where their value was 
limited by depth and movement of water and reflection from its 
surface, by reconnaissance divers and the use of the lunette de 
calfat. 

The 1939-45 War saw a tremendous increase in air photo¬ 
graphy, due to the improvements in the performance of air 
cameras and aircraft, to the very great numbers of aircraft and 
cameras then available, and to the increased importance of 
photographic intelligence, especially when more normal sources 
of intelligence were cut off after the fall of France and Singapore. 
As a result, this war provided hundreds of thousands of air 
photographs of areas from Norway to China, and these, though 
not deliberately taken for archaeological purposes, contained a 
vast mass of unrecorded archaeological data. Many archaeologists 
found themselves employed, very appropriately, as photographic 
intelligence officers during die war and were able to make 
use of the new data at once. Most notable in diis respect is 
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J. S. P. Bradford’s work on air photographs of Italy, some of 
which has been published in Antiquity . l 

The war not only increased the range of air photography and 
produced air photographs of areas hitherto unphotographed, but 
it increased the intensity of photographic cover. Indeed there 
had hardly been much attempt at total photographic cover of 
area9 before the 1939 War. Until 1939, and with the exception of 
military training mosaics, aerial photo-reconnaissancc had been 
mainly a matter of pinpoint photography, i.e. the photography of 
selected sites. During the war it became a matter of total cover, 
and the archaeologist of western Europe has now available to hint 
complete air maps of the cultural and natural landscape of the 
areas he is studying. Archaeological air photography is no longer 
a technique which we should understand as it may lead to interest¬ 
ing discoveries: it is now an essential part of archaeological 
technique which we must understand if we arc to make use of the 
discoveries already made that arc locked up in the photographic 
archives of the national air forces, and which arc being added to 
daily. 

The work of military photographic interpretation during the 
war taught those prehistorians who were so employed the value 
of the stereoscopic examination of air photographs. Before 1939 
archaeological air photography w r as conceived of rather in terms 
of large - scale low - flown single verticals. Now we see that 
smaller - scale overlapping cover susceptible of ‘ stereoscopic 
examination can give as good results at least in the discovery of 
surface and shadow sites, and that, in any case, the three- 
dimensional photograph is immensely useful in the appreciation 
of all relief features, and in seeing them against the background 
of the country. 

We may perhaps, then, distinguish three phases in the develop¬ 
ment of archaeological air photography: the first, before 1914, 
when air photography was conceived of as a valuable aid to the 
record of known monuments like Fatchpur Sikri and Stonehenge; 
the second, from 1914 to 1939, associated with the pioneer work of 
Beazeley, Crawford, Allen and Poidebard, which was concerned 
with the discovery by pinpoint vertical and oblique photography of 
hitherto unknown sites revealed by soil, shadow and crop marks; 

1 "Etruria from the Air," Antiquity, 1947, 74: "A Technique for the Study 
of Centuriation" Antiquity , 1947, 197; and (with P. R. Williams Hunt) 
"Siticulos* Apulia,” Antiquity, 1946, 19*. 

• 300 


f 


% 



TECHNIQUES AND METHODS: I90O-50 

and the third, from 1939, concerned with the stereoscopic 
examination of total vertical cover of extremely large'areas. 
Throughout phases two and three air photography ha9 been a 
prime source of archaeological discovery and record, and has 
more than justified Crawford’s claim in 1923 that the invention 
of the air camera was “as valuable to archaeology as that of the 
telescope has proved to astronomy” and inaugurated “ a new epoch 
in the history of British archaeology Air photography continues 
on n large scale at the present day, and the National Survey of the 
British Isles on a scale of 1/10,000 being undertaken by the Royal 
Air Force is providing a wealth of archaeological material. Even 
so, being made primarily for non-archaeological purposes, with 
no special attention to the conditions of light and cropping best 
suited for archaeological air photography a9 summarised in D. N. 
Riley’s papor on The Technique of Air Archaeology \ this National 
Survey does not record all the sites potentially visible to the air 
camera. This has been shown very clearly in the last ten years 
by the work of J. K. St Joseph and others who have discovered 
new sites by independent photography from charter aircraft. St 
Joseph, carrying on the work of Crawford and Allen, has made many 
spectacular discoveries, especially of sites from Romano-Britisb 
times. Nor must it be thought that intensive official photography 
during and after the war has covered more than a small portion 
of the cultural landscape of the Old World. E. F. Schmidt’s 
Flights over Ancient Cities in Persia (1940) shows what can be done 
in tire way of archaeological discovery and record in an area where 
no National Air Survey has hitherto been attempted. 

Air photography has, then, become a major instrument of 
archaeological discovery and record, and no archaeologist can 
consider himself completely trained who is not as expert in the 
interpretation and reading of air photographs as he is in map 
interpretation and reading. Air photography has not yet become 
a major instrument in archaeological exposition. It remains to 
use air photographs much more in excayation reports and in 
general works. Aerial mosaics are a clearer and more impartial 
way of depicting the cultural landscape than a map, with its 
extensive conventionalisations, and stereoscopic photographs arc 
an essential for a full understanding of an archaeological site 
and its topography. One of the great difficulties of using air 

1 Archaeological Journal, 1946. 
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photographs for exposition is this necessity for providing facilities 
for stereoscopic examination. As early as 1857 a work entitled the 
Geologische Bildcr was published with stereoscopic photographs, 
and one of Duboscq’s stereoscope lorgnons was sold with each 
book. The use of anaglyphs and vectographs for illustration gets 
over this difficulty in part, since anaglyphoscopcs and polaroid 
viewing spectacles can be more easily enclosed in books than can 
lens stereoscopes, while of course devices like Deep Pictures need 
no viewing device to give n three-dimensional photograph. The 
ideal is probably to illustrate archaeological reports and books with 
9tereograms constructed for an average intcroculnr distance and 
to assume, as the Illustrated Loudon News did occasionally during 
the 1939 War, that every home possesses a lens stereoscope. Only 
then will the full uses of air photographs to the archaeologist be 
realised. 

3. Techniques of Interpretation 

Two notable advances in the techniques of archaeological 
interpretation have been made in the last fifty years. The first 
is the analysis of materials, and the second the development of 
distributional and ecological studies. We have already mentioned 
briefly the first in discussing the increasing dependence of the 
archaeologist on the natural scientist for detailed reports on soils, 
pollens, metals, stones, flora and fauna. A hundred years ago, 
when Rutimeyer and Heer reported at length on the flora and fauna 
from the Swiss lake dwellings, archaeologists were astonished at 
the amount of information that could be obtained by specialist 
analysis. Now it has become a matter of course, and we need 
only mention here Dr H. H. Thomas's work on the foreign stones 
of Stonehenge, Watson’s work on the fauna of Skara Brae, the 
work of the Danes on prehistoric grains, to show what far-reaching 
effects the analysis of material has in archaeological interpretation. 

The geographical method in prehistoric archaeology has had 
equally far-reaching effects. There was a tendency during the 
nineteenth century to regard antiquities merely as antiquities— 
the material relics of the past, whether at the beginning of the 
century they were mainly works of art or towards the end of the 
century, under the beneficent influences of Flinders Petrie and 
Pitt Rivers, the common objects of everyday life. There had 
been little attempt to study the find-spots of antiquities in their 
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geographical and ecological relationships, or to map the overall 
distribution pattern of a type of antiquity or of all the antiquities 
of a period. 

Admittedly VVorsaae had stressed the importance of knowing 
where antiquities had come from. He had emphasised that 
prehistoric archaeology could not proceed only by excavation and 
by the study of museum collections. The objects in the museum 
collections must be related to their find-spots and he conceived 
of these find-spots in time as well as geographically. Worsaac 
appreciated the succession of vegetation types revealed by the 
Danish bogs, and considered that all antiquities should be studied 
in relation to the prehistoric vegetation. But, as in so many other 
things, the Danish and Swedish archaeologists of the early 
nineteenth century were well in advance of their time. 

As we now sec it, the geographical approach to archaeological 
interpretation involves two things: first, the study of antiquities 
or groups of antiquities as distribution patterns, and second, die 
study of these patterns and the occurrence of antiquities against 
the background of the prehistoric landscape. We have mentioned 
the part played by the Oxford historians and by Guest in the 
development of field archaeology; this interest naturally provided 
a stimulus as well for the geographical interpretation of the 
archaeological facts. Guest’s Origines Cclticae (a fragment ), and 
other contributions to the History of Britain, was published in 1883. 
Guest taught that the settlements and invasions of Britain were 
largely determined by the natural landscape of the country, and 
that the story of British history must be seen at all times against 
the background of British geography. It was Guest’s influence 
that lay behind Freeman’s Historical Geography of Europe (1881) 
and the maps in Green’9 The Making of England. 

One of the first distribution maps to he published was that 
of inscribed British coins, published by J. Y. Akerman in 1849. 
Some distribution maps were exhibited at the Paris Exposition 
of 1857. They were made by Og<hien, and were of antiquities in 
the Jura. These maps were severely criticised by Gabriel dc 
Mortillet, largely because of their curious categories—one was 
“cavcrncs habitues par les animaux diluviens et par l’homme 
apr£s le cataclysmc”, and another “fossiles de l’dpoque gallo- 
romaine But, despite their inadequacy, the efforts of Ogerien 
were distribution maps, and their exhibition at the Paris Exposition 
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is a landmark. In 1876 dc Mortillet himself was exhibiting to the 
Socidt6 d'Anthropologie de Paris a "Carte Pr&iistoriquc de la 
Loire-Infiricure ” which comprised, inter alia, 89 polished axes, 
59 menhirs, and 36 dolmens, 1 and the International Congress at 
Stockholm in 1874 adopted an international scries of symbols for 
distribution maps. 

Megalithic monuments were among the first field antiquities 
to be plotted on distribution maps. Pitt Rivers had, in 1869, 
produced a distribution map of megalithic monuments, and 
Fcrgusson included one in his Rude Stone Monuments (1872). 
These were world-wide distribution patterns. In 1864 Alexandre 
Bertrand published a distribution map of megalithic monuments in 
France 2 ; a fresh map appeared in the Dictionnaire archtalogiquc 
de la Gaule, and in 1901 Adrien dc Mortillet published a new inap 
based on the Inventairc des Monuments mtgalithiqucs dc la France. 3 
In the last decade of the nineteenth century Sir John Evans 
published a new map *of inscribed British coins, and Hcierli and 
Occhsli issued maps of the Swiss cantons showing antiquities of 
the Stone, Bronze and Iron ages in different colours. The 
regional surveys of the Society of Antiquaries and the chapters on 
Early Man published in the volumes of the Victoria County 
Histories were also now including distribution maps of antiquities. 

In 1904 Abcrcromby published in the Proceedings of the 
Society of Antiquaries of Scotland a distribution map of the Bronze 
Age ceramic type, which he had distinguished as “the drinking 
cup or Beaker class of fictilia in Britain” 4 , and his Study of Bronze 
Age Pottery published in 1912 contained further distribution 
maps. Between 1904-7 Lissauer published in the Zeitschrift fur 
Ethnologic distribution maps of Bronze Age types such as 
implements and pins. His maps, which were a great advance on 
nineteenth-century distribution maps, were on the scale of x/2^ 
million, and had clear symbols overprinted in red and blue. 

Meanwhile, in 1898, the geologist Robert Gradmann, in his 
Das Pflanzenleben der Sclmabischen Alb , and in subsequent 
articles in the Geographische Zeitung, set out the theory that 
prehistoric settlement was virtually confined to open country 

1 Revue d'Anthrapologia, V, 1876, Ixa-113. 

* Revue archMogique, 1864, II, 144. 

* " Dwtribution Rtogniphiquo dea Dolmens es dea Menhir* cn France," 
Revue tnettiuelle de l Eeole d’Anthropologie de Paris, inoi. 12. 

* Vol. 37, 323-410. 
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of a steppe-Iikc character, among which the loess was of course 
included. Gradmann insisted that early man was incapable of 
clearing forest and therefore shunned it, cultivating areaa which 
were naturally devoid of trees or which were at most lightly 
forested. He claimed that these "open” areas had borne nothing 
denser than a steppe and heath flora. His Steppcnheidetheorie 
gained many adherents. In 1906 Schliz studied in detail the 
relation of the loess deposits of Central Europe to the Neolithic 
population. Ernst Wahlc carried on the principles and teachings 
of Gradmann and Schliz, arguing that this method should be 
tested in smnll areas. In 1923 Max Hellmich's Die Besiedlung 
Schlesiens in vor und frilhgeschUchtlicher Zeit provided a regional 
survey applying Gradmann’s principles. 

Crawford, himself a geographer trained in the Oxford school 
of Mackinder, Hcrbertson and Myres, and a field archaeologist 
encouraged and inspired by Williams-Frecman and Peake, became 
interested in combining the distributional approach of Aber- 
cromby and Lissauer with the geographical analysis of distribution 
suggested by Gradmann and Schliz. In his paper on "The 
Distribution of Early Bronze Age Settlements in Britain", read 
to the Royal Geographical Society in 1912, and published in the 
Geographical Journal for that year, he first plots the distribution 
of flat bronze axes, beakers and gold lunulae, and then studies this 
distribution pattern in relation to the geography of Britain. His 
purpose was, as he said in the opening words of his paper, “ to 
isolate a single culture period and to examine it from a geographical 
point of view". Crawford fully realised that, if the geographical 
approach was to be properly applied, two things were essential— 
first the plotting and the graphical representation of complete 
distribution patterns of the antiquity or group of antiquities being 
studied and, secondly, the reconstruction of the prehistoric 
geography of the time. He appreciated, as had Gradmann and 
his school, that prehistoric cultural landscapes must be studied 
against the background of prehistoric, not modem, natural 
landscapes. The most important element in prehistoric geography 
was likely to be vegetation cover. Crawford had often discussed 
the desirability of restoring primitive vegetation upon the basis 
of soil distribution with Williams-Freeman, whom he refers to as 
the pioneer of vegetation restoration, 1 and whose Field Archaeology 

1 Antiquity, 1934, 9. 
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as illustrated, by Hampshire, with its map, appeared in 1915. 
Subsequently, as Archaeology Officer of the Ordnance Survey, 
Crawford continued and developed his geographical approach 
to prehistory, and primitive vegetation was restored by him on the 
Survey’s maps of Roman Britain and Neolithic Wessex. 

In the same year as Crawford's paper was published in the 
Geographical Journal , and Ahercromhy’s maps appeared in his 
Study of Bronze Age Pottery , Leeds published in Arthacolugia 
a paper on "The Distribution of the Anglo-Saxon brooch in 
relation to the battle of Bedford,” which was accompanied by a 
distribution map. 1 The following year saw the publication of 
Coffey’s Bronze Age in Ireland and Dechcletle’s Manuel , vol. ii, 
part 2 (the Hallstatt volume), both of which had distribution-maps. 
Since this time the distribution map has become an essential of 
the study or exposition of any problem in prehistoric archaeology, 
and the graphic representation of areal distribution a canon of 
prehistoric methodology. 

Meanwhile the study of these distribution patterns against 
the prehistoric landscape pattern was continued in England 
parallel with, though independent of, similar researches in 
Germany. In 1916 Fleurc and Whitehouse published a paper 
on "The Early Vallcyward Movement of Population in Southern 
Britain." * In Man and his Past (1921) Crawford summarised 
the possibilities and techniques of the geographical approach to 
prehistory and early history. Two years later Fox published 
The Archaeology of the Cambridge Region (1923). 

The subtitle of Fox’s work is important: it was "a topo¬ 
graphical study of the Bronze, Early Iron, Roman and Anglo-Saxon 
Ages, with an Introductory Note on the Neolithic Age”. Fox, 
in his approach, was indebted to the work of Fleurc, Williams- 
Freeman, Crawford and Peake, and encouraged in its application 
by H. M. Chadwick and Crawford. He applied the general 
notions of Crawford to a small region—a region extending twenty 
to twenty-five miles around Cambridge. Here he studied pre¬ 
historic distributions against the background of the natural 
vegetation. He used as a base map a map with the prehistoric 
vegetation restored, and overprinted the prehistoric patterns 
against the modem topography and the restored prehistoric 
vegetation. The results of this study have become an archaeo- 
* LXIII, 159. 1 At chaeologia Cambrentis, 1916. 101 ff. 

306 


r 


I 


TECHNIQUES AND METHODS: I9OO-5O 

logical classic. Fox was able to show in detail that the pre¬ 
historic distribution patterns are not related to the present 
vegetation pattern but to a prehistoric vegetation cover. He 
showed that in the Bronze Age, and to a certain extent in the 
Neolithic, settlement was mainly on the lighter pervious soils, 
such as sand, gravel and chalk, and that later, in the Iron Age, 
and especially in the Anglo-Saxon period, settlement slu'fted to 
the less pervious, heavier loam clays. He was thus able to dis¬ 
tinguish between the primary and secondary areas of settlement 
in the Cambridge region, and to show that the phenomena 
observed in Wales by Flcurc and Whitchousc—the shift to the 
valleys—was only one instance of what he regarded as the general 
trend of early British history—the shift from primary to secondary 
areas of settlement. 

Many advances in prehistory have taken place in the quarter- 
century since 1923, and the details of Fox’s thesis have had to be 
modified, as he recognises in his Reflections on the Archaeology af 
the Cambridge Region. 1 We now see that it is not possible to 
use one single base map for the period 2500 n.c. to 1000 a.d. : the 
fundament was changing during this period just as the pattern of 
human settlement was changing. It now appears, as the ecological 
botanists were saying as early as in 1911, that the primary areas of 
settlement in Neolithic and Early Bronze Age times must not be 
thought of as " open ” country but as lightly forested country, 
and that the open chalk-down lands arc a “biotically determined 
sub-climax association”. Few archaeologists would now agree 
with Gradmnnn that early man could not clear forest: Crawford’s 
study of mcgalithic settlement in the Cotswolds and Grimes’s 
study of mcgalithic settlement in Wales show that Neolithic and 
Early Bronze Age man sometimes settled by preference in heavily 
wooded areas. The change from the primary areas of settlement 
to the secondary areas may now be seen as a reflection of improved 
technology—the exploitation of the less pervious soils depends on 
the possession of iron tools and a heavy plough. 

Following on his studies of the Cambridge region Fox applied 
his theories to East Anglia as a whole, and then to the British Isles, 
in his Personality of Britain (1932). In this justly famous work 
Fox combined the ecological-distributional approach of Crawford 
and Gradmann, with the positional geographical notions which 

1 Cambridge Historical Journal, 1948. 
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Mackinder had set out in his Britain and the British Seas , and the 
“ personality " idea of the French human geographers like Vidal 
de la Blache, to produce a startlingly new approach to the facts 
of prehistory. Even to those who felt Fox’s general theories 
savoured too much of geographical determinism, there was no 
denying the fresh impetus to geographical and prehistoric studies 
given by this work. Professor E. G. R. Taylor has described 
the publication of The Personality of Britain in its effect on 
geographers as "a minor earthquake corresponding to number 6 
of the Rossi-Forcl scale 'General awakening of those asleep. 
General ringing of bells . . . some startled persons leave their 
dwellings'”. 1 And it was not only the geographers who were 
startled by this new geographical approach to prehistory. 


1 Antiquity, 1944, 103. 
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RETROSPECT AND PROSPECT 

W E have now seen how, in the hundred years or so from 
1840 to the war of 1939-45, archaeology, and especially 
prehistoric archaeology—in which specialist sense we 
have mainly used the word archaeology in this hook—has become 
a recognised and distinctive branch of learning with a body of 
techniques, a great accumulation of facts, and a new set of inter¬ 
pretations of man's earliest history. The beginnings of archae¬ 
ology lay in the antiquarianism of the eighteenth century, revived 
by the Romantic Movement, the second discovery of Greece and 
the growing interest in natural history. Geology provided a 
theory—the doctrine of uniformitarianism—which made sense of 
the record of the rocks and enabled the proof of the great antiquity 
of man to be given; the development of interest in the antiquities 
of Egypt and Mesopotamia showed what archaeological techniques 
could do in restoring man’s tost past; and the northern anti¬ 
quaries achieved a revolution in the study of antiquities alone by 
showing how the past of man could be induced from artefacts, 
and deduced from stratigraphy. The birth of archaeology must 
go back to that period before 1840 when Thomsen was arranging 
the National Museum at Copenhagen, LyelJ was publishing his 
Principles of Geology, Champollion and Young were deciphering 
Egyptian, and Rawlinson was copying the Behistun inscription. 
Its coming of age dates from the sixties of the nineteenth century 
—the decade from 1859, when the Origin of Species was published 
and the authenticity of the stone axes from the Somme and south 
Devon publicly acclaimed, to 1867, when, at the Paris Exposition, 
dc Mortillet arranged the prehistoric collections, and the Empress 
Eugenic was prevented from looting the Egyptian jewels by 
Auguste Marictte. From this time onwards, the story of the 
development of archaeology has been one of developing technique, 
the penetration of archaeological research into all parts of the 
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world, and the gradual accumulation of an immense mass of 
factual information about prehistoric man. 

The development of prehistoric archaeology has been paralleled 
by that of anthropology. Anthropology came into being later, at 
a time when archaeology was coming of age, and anthropology 
owes much in its origin to the stimulus given by the northern 
antiquaries and by Boucher dc Perthes. From the sixties onwards 
anthropology and archaeology have grown up together; they have 
cross-fertilised each other with ideas, and of course they have 
much in common—both deal with new aspects of the humanities- - 
the study of the uncivilised civilisations. They study prelilcratc 
and non-literate man—archaeology in the past and anthropology 
at the present day. But of course, while joined together in their 
common study of the primitives, each has the strongest bonds with 
other branches of learning—anthropology with psychology and 
sociology, and archaeology with the study of the literate civilisa¬ 
tions which to many, and certainly to Professor A. J. Toynbee, 
means history. It is this inevitable dual allegiance, which he calls 
"the cultural anthropology—history ambivalence", that makes 
Taylor describe the archaeologist of to-day as "a Jckyll and 
Hyde, claiming to ‘do’ history but 'be* an anthropologist". 1 
Yet it is this apparent feat of schizophrenia that the prehistoric 
archaeologist must achieve. 

It is neither helpful nor in accordance with widespread modem 
usage to call cither archaeology or anthropology "sciences”, 
except in so far as they may claim, with so many of the humanities, 
to be miscalled the social sciences. Nor is it justifiable, as Childe 
has done, to regard archaeology and anthropology as twin branches 
of a single science.* While anthropology, in some of its branches, 
looks towards sciences like human biology, archaeology can only 
be called a science by a very special use of that term. Many of 
the nineteenth-century archaeologists claimed they were scientists, 
and Michaelis has declared that archaeology "may be classed 
among the conquering sciences of the nineteenth century". 5 But 
these fine precedents should not confuse us; nor should we 
confuse the issue because prehistory is rooted in geology. It is 
true, as Childe has argued, that " aided by archaeology, history 
with its prelude prehistory becomes a continuation of natural 

1 A Study of At chaeology, 6. 

* South-Western Journal of Anthropology, ii, 3 (1946), 243 ff. 

* A Century of Archaeological Discoveries, j. 
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history”, 1 but temporal continuity is in itself no argument: it 
no more makes prehistory and history into natural science, than 
it makes natural science into history. Nor should we confuse 
the issue because the archaeologist uses scientific techniques and 
engages in the microscopic examination of specimens and monu¬ 
ments, and because we build so much on the prime scientific 
doctrine of uniformitarianism. Archaeology is a technique by! 
which facts arc obtained for the construction of history and | 
prehistory; and prehistory, like history, is humanity—a way of 
looking at man and his works, not at nature. 

But, claimed as humanity or science, prehistory has at last come 
into its own; it is a recognised branch of learning and has a wide 
popular following. There arc now Professorships of Archaeology 
in Oxford, Cambridge, London, Edinburgh and Dublin, as well 
as non-professorial departments to teach prehistoric archaeology 
in the Universities of Liverpool and Birmingham and the 
University Colleges of the South-West and South Wales. In 1948 
the University of Cambridge, which for the previous thirty years 
had had an Honours School of Archaeology and Anthropology, 
introduced a new two-part Tripos in this School. Popular 
interest has outstripped the academic recognition of the place of 
archaeology in the scheme of knowledge. Popular interest began 
with the widespread sales of Layard’s Nineveh , continued with the 
work of Schliemann, Petrie and Budge, and was established once 
for all by the excavations of the tomb of Tutankhamen and the 
Royal Graves at Ur, in the twenties of this century. Nor should 
we underestimate the part played in the dissemination of archaeo¬ 
logical interest and the creation of a public for archaeology by the 
intelligent management of the Illustrated London News* and by 

1 What Happened in History, 7. 

1 From iu inception the Illustrated London Nms dealt sporadically with nil 
Hensationni archaeological discoveries. From 1900, when Bruce Ingram took 
over the editorship, it adopted s more considered policy of covering the field 
of archaeological exploration. Mr Ingram writes: "As n boy at school, I was 
taken to Egypt by my father for an extended tour of most of the exploration 
sites, an experience which made a lotting impression on me. When the control 
of the paper fell to me in 1900, I made up my mind that there were o great many 
people who would have been equally interested if they were to be given an 
opportunity of seeing what west being done all over the world to throw light 
upon the civilisation of the past. The difficulty wan to combine technical 
accuracy with ah exposition simple enough for the comprehension of the 
layman, and by that means to stimulate his desire for further publication of a 
similar character" (Letter to the author, February 16, 1949)- A survey of the 
Illustrated London Netos in the last half-century will show how brilliantly 
Ingram achieved his aims. 
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the archaeological correspondents of The Times and the Daily 
Telegraph. This general public interest is Attested by the wide 
sales of popular archaeological books from the Pelican editions 
of Childe and the Hawkcscs to more expensive works like Clark’s 
Prehistoric England , the appearance of talks on prehistoric archae¬ 
ology as regular and popular broadcast features; and the existence 
of flourishing journals like Antiquity and the Archaeological News 
Letter in England, and the magazine Archaeology in America. 
The quarterly review Antiquity , started in 1927 and still edited by 
its founder, O. G. S. Crawford, is more than a mine of information 
on all archaeological subjects, and a brilliant commentary on the 
development of archaeology in the last quarter-century. It is 
an index of the really widespread popular interest in archaeology. 
Antiquity has succeeded where its earlier predecessors like The 
Antiquary and The Reliquary and Illustrated Archaeologist and 
many others failed. This is, without doubt, in part due to the 
brilliance and vision of Crawford’s editorship, but also in part 
due to the new general interest in prehistory—an interest which 
Antiquity has helped to create as well as benefited by. 

It has been suggested that prehistoric archaeology has even yet 
not found its place in the scheme of organised knowledge, and 
that it should be taught in schools and become a subject for 
entrance scholarships to the University. 1 It depends on what 
view is taken as to the educative value of archaeology. Petrie 
claimed that archaeology “gives a more truly liberal education 
than any other subject, as at present taught”, and in a remarkable 
recent statement Clark has declared that “to the peoples of the 
world generally . . . Palaeolithic Man lias more meaning than 
the Greeks”. 11 This passionate over-advocacy of the place of 
archaeology in education may easily distort the place which pre¬ 
history should properly have. There is no room for more subjects 
in the already overloaded curricula of primary and secondary 
education; but there is an imperative need that our teachers of 
geography and history, those basic subjects of any balanced 
education, should be informed by the lessons of prehistoric 
archaeology. Only thus can the perspective of history be extended 
in the minds of the young to include the prehistoric past, and an 

* On this, see D. P. Dobson, The Teaching oj Prehistory in Schools, 2928; 
Aifccn Fox, "The Place of Archaeology in British Education," Antiquity, 
* 944 . *53 ft-i !• G. D. Clark, "Education and the Study of Man,” Antiquity, 
* 943 * ** 3 - 1 Antiquity, * 943 . **8. 
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intelligent interest taken and encouraged in the material remains 
of the ancient human past, whether they be artefacts like polished 
stone axes, or features of the cultural landscape like barrows and 
hill-forts. The teaching of prehistory must be largely visual 
and it is good to know that some instructional films in prehistory 
are now becoming available. Zotz was trying to bring German 
prehistory before the public in films before the 1939-45 War, and, 
since the war, the Crown Film Unit, with the technical advice of 
Jacquctta Hawkcs, ha9 made for the Ministry of Information the 
film “The Beginning of History,'' a very fine attempt at visual 
education in British prehistory. It is by such methods as those, 
by school broadcasts, and suitably written school history books, 
that the youth of the nation will become archaeologically-minded, 
And here our national and provincial museums have a great part 
to play in education; the National Museum of Wales has already 
developed an ambitious scheme of liaison between schools and 
the Museum. 

The growth of archaeology has inevitably meant the growth 
of archaeological organisations. In Great Britain archaeology is 
officially organised under three bodies: the Office of Works, the 
Royal Commissions on Ancient and Historic Monuments, and the 
Ordnance Survey, which under its archaeological officer maintains 
an archaeological survey (topograpliical). The union of these three 
bodies into a national directorate-general of antiquities—perhaps 
under a restored King’s Antiquary—is only at present a dream. 
Similar departments of antiquities exist in many foreign countries. 1 

The international organisation of prehistoric archaeology is 
well over eighty years old. The first international congress “ pour 
les Itudcs pr^historiques" met at Ncuchitel in 1866. The next 
year, when it met in Paris, its name was changed to the “Congrfcs 
international d'AnthropoIogie et d’Archdologie pr^historique9 
The following year the new Congress met in Norwich and London. 
Thereafter it did not meet annually and the fourteenth and last 
session was held in Geneva in 1912.’ A revival of interest in 
international congresses came with the great interest in prehistory 
in the late twenties. A new congress, the International Congress 

1 On this subject see J. G. D. Clark, “ Archaeology and the State/* Antiquity, 
1934, 414 ff.; C. L. Woolley, " Antiquities Law, Iraq," Antiquity, 1935, 84. 

* The intervening meetings were held as follows: Copenhagen. 1869, 
Bologna, 1871, Brussels, 1873, Stockholm, 1874, Budimcst, 1876, Lisbon, 1880, 
Paris, 1889, Moscow, 1892, Paris, 1900, Monaco, 190b, and Geneva, 191a. 
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of Prehistoric and Protohistoric Sciences, met first in London in 
1932, then in Oslo in 1936; its third meeting, scheduled for 
Budapest in 194.0, was postponed until 1950. 

We should then ask, what has prehistoric archaeology produced 
in its hundred years of development which justifies these organisa¬ 
tions and sustains the widespread interest in prehistory? The 
vast quantity of merely archaeological facts is apparent to anyone 
who opens an archaeological textbook or the report of an excava¬ 
tion. But what historical facts of importance to all interested in 
the humanities have emerged from prehistoric archaeology? 
Nelson has declared that the broad outstanding achievements of 
prehistoric archaeology to date arc, the growth and organisation 
of the science itself, the accumulated body of facts from all parts 
of the world about early man, and "the growing body of inter¬ 
pretations and its obvious influence on modem thought. " 1 Let 
us consider briefly some of these "interpretations”. 

In the first place, prehistoric archaeology has given an enormous 
perspective to man's story and revealed the relative lateness of 
what we call civilisation. Gone is the Usaher chronology of the 
diluvialist and fundamentalist days; no longer are we content 
with a history of six thousand years only. The first artefacts arc 
now dated geochronologically to perhaps a million years ago, while 
the first villages are dated to the eighth millennium ago, and the 
first cities of Egypt and the Fertile Crescent to five millennia ago. 
To one schooled in the history of western Europe in the last two 
thousand years, dates like the sixth millennium B.C. seem still 
incredibly old; but against the perspective of a million years of 
human effort they arc indeed recent. Man the food producer, 
man the village and city dweller, man the literate civilised animal 
is a very recent phenomenon. This perspective still needs to be 
stressed, although C. F. C. I-Iawkes thinks it banal from over- 
repetition, 1 and Ronald Knox has attacked the whole argument 
of the perspective of prehistory as the argument obscurum per 
obseurius .* The average historian still needs these facts stressed 
to him; civilisation occupies at most only one per cent, of man's 
time on the earth as a tool-making animal. This new perspective 
will bring about a great revolution in thought, when it is realised, 

1 Nelson, in Boas (Ed.), General Anthropology, 1938, 230. 

1 Archaeology and the History 0/ Europe. 

* The Belief of Catholics, 249 (Oxford, 1948), n. 
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as Lowie has said, that written history is only “the final scene of a 
lengthy drama”, 1 and that it is no longer possible to study history, 
as Toynbee does in his Study of History, by concentrating on the 
varied manifestations of the literate civilisations. Perhaps Childc 
goes too far in the other direction in boldly calling a book which 
deals mainly with prehistory and protohistory What Happened in 
History , but his is a most welcome reaction to those historians who 
have been trying, as Charles Lctourneau said nearly half a century 
ago, "to reconstruct a book from its last chapter”. 8 

Archaeology can, then, demonstrate the lateness of those 
complicated societies we call civilisations, with their cities, 
technologies and religions. It shows, too, the falsity of what 
Childc has termed “the illusion entertained by Spenglcr and 
Toynbee of a multiplicity of 'civilisations’ any of which can be 
isolated from forerunners and contemporaries and still continue 
to behave as a living organism But can prehistoric archaeology 
go further ? Can it demonstrate how the peasant village economies 
came into being, and how the urban civilisations arose? Can it 
isolate and document the Neolithic and Urban revolutions ? The 
answer to this question, after a hundred years of archaeological 
research, is that prehistory is well on the way to doing this, 
although at present it cannot do so with certainly. 

We have seen how Egypt replaced Central Asia as the cradle 
of civilisation, and how Mesopotamia has temporarily dethroned 
Egypt, with the Fertile Crescent—and particularly Palestine—and 
Iran appearing as possible claimants. Arc these changes merely 
reflections of the changing state of archaeological knowledge, or 
do they represent a changed body of facts? In part they arc an 
index of our increased knowledge of Near-Eastern archaeology, 
but it is true that at Mersin, Jericho, Nineveh, Hassunah and Sialk, 
peasant village communities older than any hitherto found have 
been excavated and described. But there are other areas to be 
studied. Vavilov, from the evidence of cultivated plants, drew 
attention to Abyssinia as a possible home of early civilisation, and 
Miss Caton-Thompson has recently redrawn attention to the 
possibility of a Central African origin for the Neolithic civilisa¬ 
tion. 4 Although excavation has been intense in the Near East in 

1 History oj Ethnological Theory, 9. 

1 Le Condition de la Petrmte dans lex diverset Races et Civilisations, 1903, 3. 

• Antiquity, 1941, 3. 4 Huxley Lecture for 1948, The Atman. 
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the present century, the number of unexcavatcd tells far exceeds 
those that have been excavated. What historical facts may lie 
buried, we wonder, in the great number of tells found by Von der 
Osten in the Kirul Ismak Basin of Anatolia, by Gjenstad and 
Garstang in the Cilician Plain, by Ellsworth Huntington in 
Askhabad, E. F. Schmidt in Iran, and Suydam Cutting in the 
Tien Shan Mountains? Huntington visited twenty-eight tells in 
eight days in the neighbourhood of Mcrv, 1 and Arne drew a map 
showing two hundred mounds in a small area along the Gurgan 
river on the Iranian side of the Transcaspian steppes. 1 “The 
entire land is sown with thousands of them,” wrote Ilensfcld, 
“but the most important ones are to be sought near the Oxus and 
Iaxartcs, the Amu- and Syr-Darya. One day this alluvial land 
will reveal itself as the home of civilisation rivalling in age, if not 
in importance, the most ancient civilisations of the Indus valley 
in the East and the Tigris-Euphrates in the West." 1 Where, 
then, is the home of the Near-Eastern civilisation ? Tile answer 
has still to be provided by archaeology. 

Until we have worked out in detail the sequence of cultures 
in the Near East from the food-gathering Mesolithic economics 
to the food-producing Neolithic economics, wc shall be unable 
to answer the age-old problem of the succession of economies. 
Did man proceed independently from a food-gathering stage to 
agricultural and stock-raising economies, or is pastoralism a 
specialised variant of the mixed-farming peasant villages of the 
Neolithic revolution? The problem of economies brings us up 
against one of the great limitations ofprehistory. Afirst limitation, 
that of the incompleteness of the archaeological record due to the 
incidence of excavations, we have already noticed in discussing 
the origins of civilisation. The second, which wc touch when wc 
discuss the evolution of economies, is the great problem of the 
existence of cultures and civilisations without material remains. 

It is the nightmare of the serious prehistorian. Mcnghin 
postulated a bone civilisation in the Palaeolithic of which few 
remains survive. To what extent were there nomadic peoples in 
the Near East and Central Asia in the period 6000 B.C. to the 
beginning of the present era who might have had few or no 

1 A reconnaissance of the Kurgnns of the Mtrv Onsis. 

• T. J. Arne, “L* Steppe Twrkomanc et s,es Antiquity," Geografitka 
Annaler, 1935. 

■ Iran in the Ancient East, 95. 
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elements of material culture that would survive in the archaeo¬ 
logical record yet who had a vital part to play in the development 
and transmission of culture? Docs the prehistorian, by studying 
only the artefacts of early man, tend to streamline history into the 
technological development of those early cultures whose artefacts 
have survived? And here we touch on the third great limitation 
of prehistoric archaeology. Is prehistory doomed to record only 
certain aspects of the material development of early man? What 
of man’s early intellectual development? Must the story of the 
intellectual adventure of early man always begin only with 
writing, i.e. with the dynastic periods of Sumer and Egypt? At 
the present moment it seems that it must, and to that extent the 
distinction between prehistory and history is a more real one than 
most prehistorians would care to admit. 

But if we are hampered still by the process of discovery, and 
the limited nature of the surviving relics of early man, archaeology' 
remains the only source for the record of prehistoric man. It is 
only from prehistory that we derive any exact information about 
the relative chronology of man’s development and the nature of 
culture change in the days before writing. Archaeology, no less 
than anthropology, has for much of its hundred years of develop¬ 
ment been a battleground between diffusionists and evolutionists. 
We have seen how the northern antiquaries of the first half of the 
nineteenth century, and their mid-century successors in England 
and Switzerland, like Lubbock and Morlot, thought equally in 
terms of diffusion and independent evolution without defining 
the relative parts played by the two processes. De Mortillet 
and his disciples, while they admitted “ invasions *\ were mainly 
wedded to developing sequences. Elliot Smith and Perry by 
their violent advocacy of an Egyptoccntric hyperdiffusion, while 
not converting many to their cure-all prehistory which explained 
everything from British dolmens to Maya pyramids by the search 
of the Children of the Sun for the Givers of Life, at least made 
prehistorians think clearly about the mechanics of culture change. 
The result was the modified diffusionism of Guide's Danube in 
Prefatory and The Damn of European Civilisation, and the clear-cut 
interpretation of prehistory as a scries of invasions which we get 
in books like Obermaier’s Fossil Man in Spain. At the present 
day prehistory is becoming too much a matter of invasions and 
folk movements; more examination is needed of the mechanics of 
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cultural diffusion and change, and this is where the study of 
anthropology and of early historic limes can be of the greatest 
value to prehistorians. It may well be that in many cases we shall 
never be able to do more than indicate contacts and areas of 
possible origin for foreign types that occur for the first time in an 
archaeological sequence, that we shall be unable to speak of 
invasions and folk movements, and may have to take refuge again 
behind the much-maligned word “ influence ”. Kvcn so, there is 
certainly one thing the prehistorian can tell the later historian, 
and that is the foreign influences or the outside ethnic elements 
that make up the prehistoric background of any country’s history, 
although he may not be able to translate these influences into 
terms of human beings, or estimate the relative strength and 
importance of the ethnic elements. 

There is one great change which is coming over prehistoric 
archaeology at the present: we are moving from a study of 
cultures to a study of culture. We have seen in this book how 
the first analysis of archaeological material was geological: the 
analysis that produced the epochs and periods of de Mortillct. A 
second analysis was formal and classificatory: the approach that 
produced the periods of Montclius and his followers. The third 
analysis distinguished significant associations of types distributed 
in time and space, and these it defined as the culture of a society. 
Wc have argued that tliis third analysis owed much to the Kullur- 
historische Schule of Graebner, Ankcrmann and Schmidt, and to 
the recognition of prehistoric civilisations in the Aegean and the 
Near East. In a natural revolt from the geological and taxonomic 
approaches of the late nineteenth century the study of cultures has 
become the new approach of the prehistorian in the last quarter- 
century. Indeed Childe and Clark have defined this a9 the main 
task of the prehistoric archaeologist. Clark writes: “The science 
of archaeology might well be defined as the study of the past 
distribution of culture traits in time and space, and of the factors 
governing their distribution ” *, and Childe says that prehistory is 
“largely devoted to isolating . . . cultural groups or peoples, 
tracing their differentiations, wanderings and activities 

There are two objections to these definitions of archaeology. 
The first relates to the nature of a culture. Does the archaeologist 
really distinguish cultural differences, or does he merely list varying 
1 Antiquity, 1933, 23a. » Ibid., 1933, 417. 
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patterns in what Taylor would call the "material objectifications 
of culture"? To put a point on a theoretical discussion, it is 
customary in the description of pre-Roman Britain to distinguish 
in the first half of the second millennium various “cultures", 
such as the Windmill Hill culture, the Peterborough culture, the 
Skara Brae culture, the Beaker culture, the Western or Megalithic 
culture, and so forth. 1 Are these in fact cultures, or is the 
archaeologist merely misusing the notion of culture to apply to 
regional variations of material objects ? Braidwood lias registered 
an eloquent protest ngainst this archaeological misusage, 1 and 
Tallgrcn has pointed out that often the cultures of die archae¬ 
ologist “arc not functions of a people; they may be the result of 
social classes and commerce". 3 

Prehistory, or prehistoriography, has arrived in its conceptual 
development at the stage which historiography reached in the late 
nineteenth century. Seeley said to his students: “Break the 
drowsy spell of narrative; ask yourselves questions, set yourselves 
problems"; and Lord Acton in his inaugural lecture in 1895 
declared: “Study problems in preference to periods." It is now 
time for prehistory to break the drowsy spell of listing cultures, 
and to study problems in preference to periods. Prehistory cannot 
develop into one of the important humanities until it has a sense of 
problem; without this sense of problem it must remain a technique 
and the accumulation of facts. The distinction and description 
of cultures is not the problem of prehistory; the cultures of 
the modern archaeologist, like the periods and epochs of his 
predecessors, are merely conceptual tools. His problem is the 
description and analysis of prehistoric culture, and the writing of 
prehistoric contexts. This cannot be put more clearly than has 
been done recently by Taylor in his Study of Archaeology. Taylor, 
after an exhaustive analysis of the nature of history, archaeology 
and anthropology, nnd the concept of culture in archaeology, 
declares that while anthropology is concerned with the nature of 
culture and cultural dynamics, history is the construction of 
cultural contexts with due regard for time, not merely the arrange¬ 
ment of events and cultural phenomena in temporarily sequential 

1 The present writer has been guilty o l distinguishing several megalithic 
cultures when oil he was studying were regional variations in tomb plan, and 
grave goods. 

* America* Journal of Semitic Languages and Literatures, January 1945. 

1 Antiquity, 1937, 152. 
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order. Prehistory—and it is the writing of prehistory which is the 
goal of the archaeologist—is, then, not merely the arrangement of 
artefacts and other cultural phenomena in temporarily sequential 
order but the construction of prehistoric cultural contexts. As 
Bronsted wrote in the preface to his Danmarks Oldtid: “the goal 
of archaeology is the history of culture”. 

There are two obvious problems which beset the archaeologist 
who is trying to reconstruct the early history of culture. The first 
is the development of economy, and the second the development 
of art. Lubbock was interested in the development of economy 
in prehistoric times, and it should be remembered that even 
Gabriel de Mortillct, archpriest, as we think of him, of the taxo¬ 
nomic epochal approach to prehistory, wrote an essay on the 
origin of fishing. Attempts have been made to survey the whole 
economic development of prehistoric man, such as those of 
Renard in his Life and Work in Prehistoric Times (1929) and of 
Georges Heyman in his Prihistoire Economique Gfatrate (1944). 
Bandi in his Die Schweiz zur Renntierzeit (1947) has attempted the 
description of the economic life of the Magdalenian reindeer 
hunters of Switzerland, and in Clark’s Prehistoric England (1940) 
and Childe’s Scotland before the Scots (1946) brilliant attempts 
have been made at die reconstruction of the economies of pre- 
Roman Britain. But unquestionably the most serious and 
important approaches to the economic history of prehistoric 
Europe have been made by Clark in an extremely important 
series of papers published between 1940 and the present day. 1 • 
Here is a clear sense of problem—the economic development of 
prehistoric life: and painstaking researches leading towards the 
solution of that problem. 

Less attention has been paid to another obvious problem 
that faces the prehistoric archaeologist — the development of 
prehistoric art. Palaeolithic art has attracted a great deal of 
attention, due partly to its antiquity, and to its very remarkable 
character. Apart from extensive treatment in all the standard 
works on the Palaeolithic there have been special memoirs like 
Baldwin Brown's The Art of the Cave Dweller (1928), Luquet’s 
Art and Religion of Fossil Man (1930) and Parkyn’s Introduction 
to the Study of Prehistoric Art (1915), which carry on the interest 

‘ See, for example. Antiquity, 194a, 208; 1944, 1; 1945, 57; 1947, 123; 
1948, 116; Economic History Review, 1947,4s; Antiquaries Journal, 1948,45. 
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created by Piette's L’Art pendant VAge du Renne (1907) and 
Rcinach’s Repertoire de l'Art quatemaire , and serve as intro¬ 
ductions to the magnificent volumes published by the Institut de 
Paldontologic Humainc on individual caves. At the other end of 
the prehistoric time-scale the art of the La T&nc Celts has received 
very special attention in memoirs such as Romilly Allen's Celtic 
Art in Pagan and Christian Times (1904) and recently in E. T. 
Leeds's Celtic Ornament (1933) and the magnificent publication 
of Jacob8thal's Early Celtic Art (1944). But apart from Upper 
Palaeolithic and La T&ne art, the art of prehistoric man has 
received very cursory treatment. Of course full publication in 
expensive series of corpora is the prerequisite of the study of early 
art. The Corpus des Signes gravis des Monuments Migalithiques 
du Morbihan> produced by Le Rouzic and the St Just Pecquarts 
in 1927, is an example of the way in which works should be 
attempted. It is indeed a matter for great regret that no adequate 
publication as yet exists of the art of pre-Roman Britain; the first 
prehistoric volume of the Ars Hispaniae (1947) is an indication 
of how such an adequate publication can be achieved. 

The study of prehistoric art is not only one of the most obvious 
ways in which prehistoric studies can be made to interest the 
general reader—and some effort is required for the historically 
minded person to be made to think in terms of an anonymous 
prehistoric past—it is also one of the few ways in which the pre- 
historian can get towards the non-material values of the peoples 
he studies, and perhaps catch a glimpse, however fleeting, of the 
intellectual adventure of prehistoric man. That this glimpse can 
never be more than fleeting is unfortunately true; to write of the 
moral, material and religious culture of prehistoric man is at best, 
as Hogarth described it, "no more than subjective guessing at 
the causes of surviving products of human activities , '. 1 

But this subjective guessing has a great fascination for pre¬ 
historians. Much has been written about the purpose behind 
Upper Palaeolithic art; and much has been and is being written 
regarding the motives behind the development of prehistoric 
culture in general. Many of the late nineteenth-century pre- 
historians explained the changes in prehistoric culture as due to 
different races: such was Sir John Rhys's threefold explanation 
of Welsh prehistory in terms of Iberians, Goideis and Brythons. 

1 D. G. Hogarth, The Ttviliqht oj Hittory (2946). 
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Elliot Smith and Perry’s Children of the Sun diffusing a Hcliothic 
Culture is not far removed from the Master Race interpretation 
of prehistory; and Lord Raglan in his How Came Civilisation 
(1939) has transferred the Master Race from Egypt to Sumcria. 
In. England, Flcure and Fox, and in America, Ellsworth Hunting- 
ton and Griffith Taylor, have stressed the geographical factors 
in the distribution of prehistoric settlements and the movements 
of peoples. In particular Fox’s Personality of Britain, first 
published in 1932, has had an enormous effect oil the orientation 
of prehistoric thought towards a geographical determinism, his 
statements on prehistoric man’s possible utilisation of his geo¬ 
graphical possibilities having been canonised by Collingwuod, 
Hawkes and others into “Fox’s Laws”. Arnold Toynbee, on 
the other hand, in the sections of his Study of History 1 dealing 
with the genesis of civilisations, has advocated a thesis which, 
while claimed to be a negation of the geographical factor in 
prehistory, is in reality a subtle variation of the theory of the 
geographical causation of human activity: Toynbee sees the en¬ 
vironment as a challenge to early man; to Fleurc and Fox the 
environment is an all-powerful control. Others, from Camille 
Jullian to Hawkes, in his Prehistoric Foundations of Europe , see in 
the prehistoric record already formed much of the national and 
international characteristics of the present day. Finally, the 
Russian prehistorians, and in this country Childe, sec the rise 
and fall of prehistoric cultures in terms of Marxian dialectical 
materialism. 

This is not the place to discuss tlic development and usefulness 
of these interpretations of the motivations of prehistoric culture. 
They are, from the very nature of the evidence, subjective guesses. 
One of them may be right; in the absence of writing shall we 
ever be able to say which? What must be guarded against 
is the prehistorian who declares to the historian that this or that 
particular interpretation of history is the correct one, because it 
has been proved right in prehistory. We cannot, alas, prove 
what were the main motivating forces in prehistory, but it is 
unreasonable ,to suppose that they were other than those which 
motivate primitive peoples at the present day. Goldenweiser has 

1 The first three volumes of A Study of History were published in 1933: the 
next three in 1939. D. C. Somervell’s abridgment of volumes i-vi appeared 
in 1946. 
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put the matter very well when he says: " It is evident that human 
history during the last several thousand years is altogether too 
richly varied for us to believe that the only slightly less rich story 
of man before he began leaving written documents for professional 
historians will prove essentially more expressible by such 
formulas.” 1 These formulas are in the end the same simpliste 
errors which have beset anthropology and human geography for 
a long time.* But while they arc valid bases of discussion in 
branches of learning where all the facts are available, they arc of 
only very doubtful validity in prehistory, when nil the facts are not 
available, and will probably never be available. Wc may be able 
one day to say what happened in history, but surely never what 
exactly happened in prehistory, because there is not, and never 
can be, a history of prehistoric thought. The history of ideas 
begins with writing. 

Wc cannot unfortunately develop this point here, nor, again, 
can wc here study another interesting aspect of the utilisation of 
prehistory, namely the perversion of the facts of prehistory for 
national and political ends, as was done by Italians and Germans 
during and before the 1939-45 War, and as is now being done by 
Russian prehistorians. 3 Here is a very real danger and a grave 
warning; apparently the history which is most controversial, and 
whose sources arc most difficult to understand, is the easiest to 
pervert. 

The way in which prehistory has been perverted deliberately 
by politicians, and interpreted from special angles by prehistorions 
themselves, makes it more than ever necessary that at all times 
the facts of prehistory, such as they are, should be summarised 
and available to historians and other students of the humanities, 
who cannot be expected to read excavation reports and to whom, 
for example, the comparative stratigraphies of McCown and 
Schaeffer are so much professional mumbo-jumbo. Breasted’s 
Ancient Times (1916) was a beginning in the difficult task of 
synthesising the results of prehistoric'archaeology for the historian; 
Elliot Smith’s Human History (1930) was vitiated by his pre¬ 
possession with the Egyptians; despite their frankly Marxist bias, 
Childc’s three little books—Man Makes Himself (1936), Progress 

1 Goldenweiner, Anthropology, 63». 

* On this, see Lewie, Hiuory of Ethnological Theory, passim. 

• For an account of this see J. G. D. Clark, Archaeology and Society, 
chapter vii. 
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and Archaeology (1944) and What Happened in History (1942)— 
arc admirable modern syntheses of prehistory designed for the 
non-archaeologist. And it should be noted here that Wells, in 
his Outline of History (1920), achieved a good integration of 
archaeology and history, as do his more scholarly successors, such 
a9 Ralph Turner in his The Great Cultural Traditions (1941). 

We have no word in the English language like the German 
Urgeschichte , which means prehistory, protohistory and early his¬ 
tory, and it is because of this, among other things, that it is still 
possible for historians to be trained and flourish without any sound 
knowledge of prehistory. This is why summaries of prehistoric 
archaeology must always be a main charge on the activities of 
archaeologists. It is useless to complain that the Oxford History 
of England starts only with the Roman conquest, and that A. L. 
Rowse’s series Teach Yourself History confines itself only to the 
last one per cent, of man’s time on this earth, unless archaeology 
is prepared to provide the constant vulgarisation of its results 
necessary to remove this old-fashioned idea of history. Eileen 
Power once said: 11 It is the greatest error to suppose that history 
must be something written down ” 1 ; it must now be one of the 
main tasks of prehistoric archaeologists to sec that this error is not 
perpetuated, because hitherto it is only the history written down 
which is made generally intelligible. 

But there remain greater things to do than merely to ensure 
that the history ol man as taught and appreciated is the whole 
history of man. Archaeological scholarship itself has a great way 
to go, and it is wrong, even after a hundred years of work, to 
suppose that archaeology is anywhere except at a very early stage 
in its development. The new weapon of research of total air 
photography is only beginning to reveal the incredibly rich nature 
of the hidden sites. The techniques of excavation are still 
developing, and it may well be that in another quarter-century or 
so we shall look back at the present as only the beginnings of 
scientific digging. On the other hand, in one way the development 
of archaeological excavation has already reached a high point in its 
development. The cost of excavations has now become so great 
that far fewer excavations are likely to be undertaken. When 
Thtophile Homolie began work at Delos in 1877 he had only 
1.300 francs (about £52) at his disposal to finance his excavations; 

* Mediaeval People, 149. 
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his work cost much more, and soon the Due de Loubat was paying 
362,000 a year towards the cost of the work. The cost of four 
seasons’ work at Maiden Castle was estimated by Dr Wheeler as 
ovcr jC 5 »°°°» and this was before the 1939-45 War. The rising 
costs of excavation must mean that only carefully selected sites 
can be excavated, which in itself is a good thing. 

The reduction in excavation may also mean that more energies 
arc available for the collation and analysis of the material already 
excavated. Indeed Hcrzfcld has declared that “the task of 
systematic research and elaboration is more cogent than the 
continuation of excavation”; and develops this point in a passage 
of such importance that it must be quoted here in extmo: “The 
great public interest in archaeological exploration brings financial 
support to excavations more readily than to studies and publica¬ 
tions, and contributes to the fact that students with insufficient 
archaeological training develop, for the romance of it, into 
'excavators'. Excavating is but one method of archaeological 
research; it is what experiment is to natural science. It produces 
evidence for problems that change with and depend upon the 
momentary stage of our knowledge. Excavating is an art, hut no 
autonomous branch of archaeology. Without intimate knowledge 
of the exact position of the problems, the excavator cannot solve 
them, nor even observe correctly, in spite of all good will. If 
research does not keep pace with excavating, the explorer is like 
an experimenter away from the scientist; he collects at random 
and misses the things that matter. For not everything is of equal 
importance and the scale for importance is the ever-changing state 
of our knowledge.” 

Taylor has said much the same thing in his recently published 
Study of Archaeology, arguing that excavation by itself is not 
enough, and that the aim of the archaeologist must not be accurate 
digging and. publication, not even accurate comparative strati¬ 
graphy and the isolation of artefact patterns which he miscallB 
cultures, but the writing of history. He urges what he calls the 
conjunctive approach to archaeology, which is much what we have 
been arguing for here: the total study of the culture of a period of 
prehistoric time. It is true, as Crawford ha9 recently claimed, that 
“we are all dirt archaeologists”; but it is not enough to be a dirt 
archaeologist. Unless archaeologists write history they are in 
danger of justifying Hooton ? s jibe at them, that they are “senile 
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playboys of science, rooting in the rubbish heaps of antiquity . . . 
unregardful of the necessities of the present". The scale of 
importance of the archaeologist’s work at the present day is not 
the number and size and frequency of his excavations, but the 
extent to which he has contributed to the writing or rewriting of 
the early history of man. Without a sense of history, and of 
historical problem, archaeology can revert again to mere collection; 
and there is always the danger of a new antiquarianism. 

There is, of course, always at the base of the archaeologist's 
mind the collector’s joy. It would be wrong if this were allowed 
to develop because, allegedly, all the major historical lessons from 
prehistoric archaeology had been learnt, and there was no more to 
do than add details. The inscription on the medal struck in 
honour of Oscar Montelius said: “Fifty years of research have 
mastered millennia of human culture": but this is not tme; the 
mastery is a long way off. Marett, in discussing the generation 
of Lyell, Lubbock, Tylor and Sir John Evans, said sadly: “theirs 
was the age of prophets, whereas ours arc rather the days of mass 
production, when factory hands are more in demand than masters 
of glamour who can read the signs in the sky". It is a great 
mistake, and one which must be guarded against in writing the 
history of archaeology, to suppose that archaeology was a great 
development of the nineteenth century, and that we have no more 
to do now than specialise microtomically and to summarise. The 
next hundred years of archaeology will yield as many prophets 
and masters of glamour as the first hundred years of archaeology. 
The 9tate of our knowledge is ever-changing, and the present is 
only a moment in the development of archaeology. It is a brief 
picture of this ever-changing state of archaeological knowledge 
during the last hundred years or so that has been attempted here. 


CHRONOLOGICAL TABLE OF MAIN EVENTS IN THE 
HUNDRED YEARS OF ARCHAEOLOGY 1840-1940 


Note.—S ome non-archacological events of a literary and general 
interest have been included. 

1840. Germans begin work at Delphi; Stephens’s expedition to 

Yucatan mid Central America; Agassiz's fttudes sur tes 
Glaciers; Lcpahn's survey of Nubian antiquities. 

1841. J. L. Stephens, Incidents of Travel in Central America , Chiapas 
. mid Yucatan; Punch started; Tract XC. 

1842. W.orsaac, Danmarks Oltid ; Botta at Nineveh; American 

Ethnological Society founded in New York. 

1843. Botta at Khorsabad (1843-46); Leptius’s Mission (1843-45); 

Prichard. The Natural History of Man; foundation of 
Ethnological Society of London nnd the British Archaeological 
Association; Macaulay’s Essays. 

1844. Retzius, On the form of the Head in Different Peoples ; Vestiges 

of the Natural History of Creation. 

1845. Layard at Nimrod (18 45-47); Squicr and Davis investigate the 

mound builders; Mrs Caudle's Curtain Lectures. 

1846. Boucher dc Perthes, De I*Industrie primitive; Rawlinson, 

Bchnlun Inscription ; Ramsau^r begins excavation of Ilallstatt; 
Committee of Torquay Nature! History Society formed to 
explore Kent’s Cavern; Worsaao lectures to the Royal Irish 
Academy. 

1847. dc Perthes, Antiquitis Ccltiques cl AnUdiluviennes; Comic History 

of England. 

1848. Squicr anil Davis, Ancient Monuments of the Mississippi Valley 

Bateman, Vestiges of the Antiquities of Derbyshire; Akerman, 
Archaeological Index ; Dennis, Cities and Cemeteries of Etruria; 
Layard, Nineveh and its Remains ; Wakeman, Archaeologui 
Hibernia ; Gibraltar skull found; Macaulay’s History f 1848-61). 

1849. Lord Ellesmere*8 translation of A Guide to Northern Antiquities; 

Thom’8 translation of The Primeval Antiquities of Denmark; 
Botta and Flandin, Monuments du Nineve (1849-50); Layard, 
The Monuments of Nineveh ; La Tfcne finds at 1 ietenau, Berne. 

1850. Mariette gent to Egypt by the Louvre to search for Coptic 

manuscripts—discovers the Scrapcum; Loftus at Warka; 
Kendrick, Ancient Egypt under the Pharaohs; Latham, The 
Natural Hutory of the Varieties of Man. 
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1851. Layard, A Popular Account oj Discoveries at Nineveh ; Vaux, 

Handbook to the Antiquities in the British Museum-, Daniel 
Wflson, The Archaeology and Prehistoric Annals of Scotland ; 
Colonel Lane Fox founds hia museum at Bethnal Green; the 
Great Exhibition. 

1852. Excavations in Scythian graves in South Russia; Wright, The 

Celt , the Roman and the Saxon. 

1853. Discovery of cemetery at Villanova near Bologna; Rassam finds 

palace of Assur-bani-pal; Bcddoc, Scottish Ethnology. 

1854. RigoIIot, Mdmoires sur les Instruments en Si/ex trottvdts tl Sainf- 

Acheul ; discovery of lakeside pile dwellings in Switzerland; 
Taylor digs at Tell Muknyyar and Abu Shahrcin; Woreanc, 
Afbildnhtger fra det Kongeligc Museum. 

1855. The Kurnnh disaster; Crimean War puts an end to Meso- ^ 

potamion excavation; Battersea shield found; Spencer/ 
Principles of Psychology ; Lc Flay, Us Ouvriers Euro pic ns. 

1856. Brynn Faussct, Inventor tan Sepulchralt', Norris completes 

transcription and translation of entire Be his tun inscription; 
discovery of Neanderthal skull. 

1857. Oppcrt, Hincks, Fox Talbot and Rawiinson separately translate 

cylinder of Tiglath Pilcscr I; Thumam, Crania Britannica\ 
Wilde’s Catalogue ; Buckle, History of Civilisation (1857-61). 

1858. Pengclly begins excavating at Brixham; La T6nc excavations 

by Schwab; Falconer visits Boucher de Perthes on the 
Somme; Wallace and Darwin’s papers on Nnturnl Selection to 
the Linnacan Society; Boutcll’s Manual of British Archaeology. 

1859. Darwin, Origin of Species-, Prcstwich’s paper, On the Occurrence 

of Flint Implements associated with the Remains of Animals of 
Extinct Species, to the Royal Society on May 26; MncEncry's 
Cavern Researches', excavations at Brixham completed; 
Waitz, Anthropologic der Nalurvolhcr; Society d’Anthro¬ 
pologic de Paris founded; Essays anti Reviews. 

1860. Lartet digs Massat and finds engravings; Fiorclli directs 

excavations at Pompeii (1860-75); Renan hegins excavating 
in Phoenicia; Morlot, Etudes Giologico-arckiologiques en 
Dancmark ct en Suisse ; Huxley and Wilbcrforce at the 
Oxford meeting of the British Association; first meeting of 
the Congris International d’AnthropoIogie et d’Arch&dogic 
Pnihistoriqucs. 

1861. Lartet’s paper in Annales des Sciences naturellcs publishing 

Chaffaud and Massat; Maine, Ancient Law ; Tylor, Anahuac; 

MOiler, Lectures on the Science of Language ; Bateman, Ten 
Years' Diggings', Perrot begins travels in Galatia and Bithynia 
and finds Boghaz Keui; excavations at Alesia; Quatrcfages, 
L'Espice Humaine] Bachofcn, Das Mutlerrecht\ Herbert 
Spencer, First Principles. 

1863. A. H. Rhind, Thebes', Bishop Colenso on The Pentateuch 
(1862-79). 
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1863. Lyell, The Geological Evidences of the Antiquity of Man ; Kemble, 

Horae Perales ; Huxley, Man's Place in Nature; Lartct and 
Christy begin excavations in the caves of the V&cire; 
Napoleon III creates the Saint-Germain Museum; Wilson, 
Prehistoric Man ; the affair of the Moulin Quignon jaw. 

1864. Lartct and Christy, Les Cavernes du Perigord ; BrouiUet and 

Mcillet, J tpoques AnUdihmennes et Critique du Poitou ; Renan, 
Mission en Phinicie ; dc Mortillct founds MaUriaux; Evans, 
The Coins of the. Ancient Britons. 

1865. Bonatcttcn, Essai sur les Dolmens; Lysons, Our British Ancestors ; 

Lublxjck, Prehistoric Times (in which the words Palaeolithic 
and Neolithic arc coined); Tylor, Researches into the Early 
History of Mankind\ Pcngclly hegins work at Kent’s 
Cavern (1865-83); Congrfcs International d’AnthropoIogie et 
d’ArchdoIogic I’rdhistoriqucs founded at Spczzia; Reliquiae 
AquiUmicat (1865-75). 

1866. Establishment of Palestine Exploration Fund; Lubbock trans¬ 

lates The. Primitive. Inhabitants of Scandinavia ; first meeting 
of Congrte Internationa! d’AnthropoIogie et d’Archdologie 
Prchisioriqtics at Ncuch&tcl Snlzmann and Biliotti in Rhodes; 
Antiquitis dc la Scythie d'lUrodote (1866-73). 

1867. Exposition in Paris; dc Mortillct, Promenades Prihistoriques 

a tExposition Universellc; Ccsnoln in Cyprus (1867-76); 
AhM Bourgeois’s discoveries from St-Prest and Thcnay; de 
Mortillct, L'Origmt de la Navigation et de la PSche. 

1868. Louis Lartet discovers first cave burial at Cro-Magnon; 

Schlicmnnn visits Homeric sites; Nilsson’s Primitive Inhabitants 
of Scandinavia translated by Lubbock; von Sacken, Das 
Grabfrid von Hallstati. 

1869. Worsanc acclaims authenticity of Chaffaud at Copenhagen 

conference; Thu mam, Ancient British Barrows; dc Mortillct, 
Essai de Classification des Cavernes et des Stations sous Abri; 
Finlay, Observations on Prehistoric Archaeology in Switzerland 
. and Greece; Schliemann digs in Ithaka and publishes Ithaka, 
the Ptloponncse and Troy. 

1870. Lubbock, The Origins of Civilisation ; Riviire begins studying 

the Grimaldi caves at Mentone; Stevens, Flint Chips ; Hamy, 
Prdcis dc PaUontologie hutnaine. 

1871. Darwin, Descent of Man; Tylor, Primitive Culture ; Dupont, 

1 /Hommependant les Ages de la Pierre ; Schliemann begins work 
at Troy; George Smith, History of Ashwr-bani-pal ; British 
Museum, Guide to the Exhibition Rooms of the Departments 
of Natural History and Antiquities. 

1872. Evans, Ancient Stone Implements\ Fergusson , Rude Stone * 

Monuments ; Borlase, Naenia Comubiae ; de Mortillct expounds 
his scheme of classification to the Brussels conference; 
Darwin, Expression of the Emotions ; Fustcl dc Coulanges, 
La Citi antique. 
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1873. Smith’s The Chaldean Account of the Deluge and his expedition 

to Kuyunjik; Conze at Samothrace; Cunningham at 
Harappa. 

1874. Boyd Dawkins, Cave Hunting \ Schlicmann's Troy, and he 

begins digging at Mycenae (1874-76); discoveries of first 
paintings at Altamira; Gcikie, The Great Ice Age; Hildc- 
brandt, Sur la Commencement de PAge du Fer en Europe; 
Pitt-Rivcrs’s lectures on The Principles of Classification and 
Early Modes of Navigation. 

1875. German excavations at Olympus (1875-81); Sautuoln Ixsffin# 

digging at Altamira; Von l’uls/.ky proposes a Copper Age; 
Lukis, Guide to the Morbihan Monuments ; Pilt-Rivers on The 
Evolution of Culture. 

1876. PengeJIy, Kent’s Cavern; Schlieniann, Mycenae ; McLennan, 

Studies in Ancient History; Haeckel, History of Creation. 

1877. Grccnwcll and Rolleston, British Barroivs; French excavations 

at Delos and at Telloh; Morgan, Ancient Society ; dc Mortillet 
declares: "C’est I’enfancc dc Tart, ce n’est pas Part de 
1 'enfant”; Miocene flints from Puy Corny claimed. 

1878. Chiron finds drawings on walls of Chabot (Ardichc); Gardner 

Wilkinson, Manners and Customs of the Ancient Egyptians; 
Montelius, Civilisation of Stoedcn in Heathen Times. 

1879. Discovery of polychrome paintings at Altamira; Viellc excavates 

at Fire-en-Tardcnois; Schlicmann’s second season at Troy; 
Fouque, Santorin et ses Eruptions; Furtwangler and Loeschckc, 
Myhenische Thongcfiixst. 

1880. Boyd Dawkins, Early Man in Britain; Mitchell, The Past in the 

Present; Newton, Essays in Art and Archaeology; Sehlicmann 
at Orchomenos; Pitt-Rivers begins excavating in Crnnborne 
Chase; Petrie begins work in Egypt; Bayc, L*Archiologic 
prihistorique. 

1881. Evans, Ancient Bronze Implements; Tylor, Anthropology; 

Geikic, Prehistoric Europe ; Maspcro begins work in Egypt; 
Maudslay’s first expedition to Central America; A. and 
G. de Mortillet, 7 -e Music prihistorique. 

1882. Pcrrot and Chipicz, Histoire de l'Art antique (1882-1914); 

Schliemann’8 third season at Troy begins; Rhys, Celtic 
Britain; Elton, Origins of English History; Ratzcl, Anthropo- 
giographie (1882-91). 

1883. G. de Mortillet, Le Prihistorique; Gross, Les Protohelviles; 

Daleau begins excavating at Pair-non-Pair; Egypt Exploration 
Fund started; 'Secbohm, The English Village Comtnunity; 
Milchhofer, Die Anfdnge der Kunst in Griechcnland; Anderson, 
Scotland in Pagan Times. 

1884. Diculafoy at Susa; Schlieniann at Tiryns (1884-85); von 

Pulszky, Die Kupferzcit in Ungam; Pitt-Rivers Museum 
moved to Oxford; Wright, The Empire of the Hittites; Engels, 
Origins of the Family. 
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1885. Ratzel, VOlkerhunde (1885-88); Tischleron La Tine; Me 

Sur la Chronologie de l'Age du Bronze ; Chantre, Rii 
. . . dans le Caucase. 

1886. Cartailhac, Les Ages prihistoriques de rEspagne el du Pot 

Much, Die Kupferzeit m Europa\ Gross, La Tine. 

1887. Pitt-Rivcrc, Excavations in Cranborne Chase (1887-98); S 

1 st premiers Ages du Mital dam le sudest de I’Espag 
Americans under Peters and Hilprecht begin work at Nippu. 
discovery of the Tell el-Amarna tnhlcts; Piette begins 
excavating at Mas d’Azil. 

1888. Sayec, The l lit tiles; the Story of a Forgotten Empire \ Vuphio 

gold cups found; Houle, Essai de Puldnntologie Stratigraphic 
de VHomme ; Sophus Muller, Ordning of Dancmarks nldager 
(1888-95). 

(889. Rcinach, Epoque des Alluvions et des Cavcrnes ; Cartailhac, 
La France prlhistorique ; Congress of Archaeological Societies 
holds first meeting; Schlicmann’s fourtli season at Troy 
begins; Petrie at Gurob; Ikrrison claims Kentish eoliths; 
d’Arbois de Jubainvillc, Let Premiers Habitants de PEurope ; 
Biologia Centrali-Americana (1899-1902). 

1890. Petrie at Tell el-Hesi; death of Schliemann; Schuchhardt's 

Schliemaim's Ausgrabwigen ; Schrader* and Jevons, Prehistoric 
Antiquities of the Aryan Peoples', L'Anthropologic founded; 
Munro, The Lake Dwellings of Europe; Taylor, The Origin of 
the Aryans; Frazer, Golden Bough. 

1891. Petrie at Myccnnc; Salmon, Age de la Pierre ; Peabody Expedi¬ 

tion to Honduras; Pithecanthropus u rectus found in Java; 
Marshall, Principles of Economics. 

1892. Petrie, Ten Years' Diggings ; Allen Brown suggests the name 

Mesolithic; Cartailhac, Monuments primitifs des lies Baliares; 
Stubci and Uldc, Die Ruiuenstatfe von Tiahuattacn. 

1893. Rcinach, Lc Mirage Oriental ; Balfour, Evolution of Decorative 

Art ; J. W. Gregory recognises Palaeolithic tools in East 
Africa; Huxley, Evolution and Ethics. 

1894. Evans, Cretan Dictographs ; Cyrus Thomas, Report on Mound 

Explorations', de Morgan at Dahshur (1894-95). 

1895. Piette, Hiatus et Lacune ; Riviere discovers engravings at La 

Mouthc; Montclius, La Civilisation primitive en Italic', 
Rcinach, Les Dlesses nues; British excavations at Tell el- 
Amarna and Phylakopi; Scrgi, La Stirpe Mediterranea ; 
Evans, Eastern Question in Anthropology, Haddon, Evolution 
in Art ; Durkheim founds L'Annie Sociologique. 

1896. Smith, Historical Geography of the Holy Land ; Blinkcnbcrg, 

Antiquites prc-Myctniennes ; Madsen, Gravhoje og gravfund 
fra stenaldercn i Danmark. 

1897. Borlasc, Dolmens of Ireland', du Chatellicr, La Poterie aux 

Epoques prlhistoriques . . . Armorique ; Tsountas and Manatt, 
The Mycenaean Age; Ilocmcs. Urgeschichtc der Menschsseit. 
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/lontclius, Die Chronologic tier dltesten Bronzezeit; Petrie, 
Diospolit Parva {Hu) ; Chantrc, Mission en Cappadoce ; 
Gradman, Das Pflanzenlcben dcr Schwdbisehen Alb ; Cambridge 
expedition to Torres Straits and New Guinea; Ilocrncs, 
Urgeschichtc dcr bildendm Kunst in Europa. 

). Deutsche Orient Gcscllschaft at Babylon (1899-1914); Myres 
and Ohncfalach-Kichter, Cyprus Museum Catalogue; Montelius, 
Dcr Orient arid Europa; Keane, Man, Past and Present ; 
Hogarth, Authority and Archaeology. 

1900. Evans begins work at Kuosros; Sarauw nt Mullcrup; Ripley, 

Races of Europe ; Deniker, Races of Man; Khfa and Hryutnnr 
Jones, The Welsh People; Zlimoflfcn, La Phfnicic twanl tes 
Phinicicns; Ingram takes over editorship of Illustrated 
London News . 

1901. Mortimer, Forty Years' Researches; Hcierli, Urgrschirhtr dcr 

Schweiz; Brcuil, Capitan and Pcyrony discover ('ooibnrt-llcii 
and Font-dc-Gaumc; Ddrpfcld ct al, Troja mid Ilian; Penck 
and Bruckner, Die Alpen im Eiszcitaltrr (f901-9); Douglas 
begins his dendrochronological researches; Tsouutas excavates 
Sesklo; Schiiz, Das stcinxcitlichc Dor/ Grossgartach; VioUicr, 
Les Fibules de l'Age du Fer. 

1902. Cartailhac, Mea atlpa d'un Sceplique; Schmidt, Schlicmann's 

Sammlung Trojanischer Altertdmcr; Macalister at ’Tell Jczcr 
(1902-8); Wood Martin, Traces 0/ the Elder Faiths. 

1903. Deutsche Orient Gcscllschaft at Assur; Montelius, Die Alfrrcn 

Kulturperioden tin Orient und in Europa; Myres, The Early 
Pol Fabrics of Asia Minor; Cabrc recognises East Spanish 
Art; Hocmes, Der dihwiale Mensch in Europa. 

1904. Petrie, Methods and Aims in Archaeology; Pumpelly and Schmidt 

at Anau; Abcrcromby’s distribution map of Beakers in 
Britain; Meyer, Aegyptische Chronologic; Windle, Remains 
of the Prehistoric Age in England; Anderson's articles in 
Chambers's Encyclopaedia. 

1905. Mtlllcr, Urgeschichte Europas ; de Geer begins his gcochrono- 

logical fieldwork; MacCurdy, The Eolithic Problem; Munro, 
Archaeology and False Antiquities. 

1906. Manuel des Richcrches pr&historiques; Niaux discovered; 

Wincklcr begins work at Boghnzkcui; Evans, Essai de 
Classification des fcpoques de la Civilisation Minocnne; first 
archaeological air photographs of Stonehenge; Cartailhac and 
Brcuil, La Coverne d'Altamira. 

1907. Picttc, L'Art pendant TAgc du Renne; Rice Holmes, Ancient 

Britain and the Invasions of Julius Caesar; Burrows, The 
Discoveries in Crete. 

1908. Michaelis, A Century of Archaeological Discoveries; de Mortillet, 

Classification PaUthnologiquc; volume one of Dichelctte’s 
Manuel d'Archiologic appears; Pumpelly, Schmidt et al. t 
Explorations in Turkestan; Montelius, Chronology of the 
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British Bronze Age ; Tsountas, Prehistoric Acropolis of Dimini 
and Sesklo ; Garstang at Sakje-Geuzu; Hadrian Allcroft, 
Earthwork of England. 

1909. Grcenwell and Brcwia, The Bronze Spearhead’, Evans, Scripta 

Minoa, vol. i; de Morgan, Les Premieres Civilisations', Pcet, 
The Stone and Bronze Ages in Italy and Sicily ; discovery 
of apparent contemporaneity of Azilian and Tardenoiaian 
at Grotte de Valle near Santander; Breuil, L'Aurignacien 
presalutrten. 

1910. Brcuil, Cnpilan and Pcyrony, La Cavernc de Font de Gaumc; 

Prince of Monaco establishes the Inatitut dc Paleontologic 
Ilummnc; dc Geer, Geochronology of the Last 12,000 Years ; 
Mosao, Dawn of Mediterranean Civilisation’, Brunhea, La 
Geographic Hvmaitus ; King, History of Stuncr and Akkad. 
19x1. Sollas, Ancient Hunters’, Piltdown skull found; Bullcid and 
Gray, The Glastonbury Lake Village (19x1-12); Bclz, Die La 
Tdnc Fibclrr, von Oppcnhcim begins work at Tell Halaf; 
Semple, Influences of Geographic Environment ; Elliot Smith, 
The Ancient Egyptians. 

U)i2. Abercromby, Bronze Age Pottery of Great Britain and Ireland', 
Cnnvford, Distribution of Early Bronze Age Settlements’, 
Brcuil, Les Sidtdivisions du PaUoUthique Supirieur; Ray 
Lankcstcr champions rostrocari nates at Royal Society; 
Coffey, New Grange ; Wace and Thompson, Prehistoric 
Thessaly ; Petrie, Revolutions of Civilisation. 

1913. Rcinach, Repertoire de l'Art Qualemaire; Coffey, Bronze Age in 

Ireland ; Schuchhardt, WesUuropa als alter Kulturkreis. 

1914. Begotten discovers Trois Frircs paintings; Gcikic, Antiquity of 

Man in Europe ; Wright, Quaternary let Age; Koldewcy, 
Excavations at Babylon ; Laszld, ErOsd ; Lankester, Descrip¬ 
tion of the Test Specimen of the Rostrocarinate Industry. 

1915. Droop, Archaeological Excavation; Osborn, Men of the Old 

Stone Age; Parkyn, Prehistoric Art; Williams Freeman, 
Field Archaeology as illustrated by Hampshire ; Keith, Antiquity 
of Man ; Huntingdon, Civilisation and Climate; Elliot Smith, 
Migrations of Eaily Culture. 

1916. Obermaicr, El Hombre Fossil : Flcurc and Whitchouse, Early 

Valleyward Movement of Population; Breasted, Ancient Times; 
Dottin, Les Ancient Peoples de TEurope ; Wace and Blegcn 
classify prc-Mycenaean pottery into Early, Middle and Late 
Helladic. 

1917. Hrozny, Die Spreche der Hethi/er ; Goury, L'Origine et Evolution 

de VHomme. 

1918. Campbell Thompson and Hall at Ur and Eridu; Perry, The 

Megalithic Culture of Indonesia. 

1919. Reid Moir, Pre-Palaeolithic Man. 

1920. Vouga, Essai de Classification du Niolithiquc Lacustre ; Petrie, 

Prehistoric Egypt ; H. G. Wells, Outline of History. 
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1921. Evans, Palace of Minos (1921-35); Crawford, Man and his Past] 
Breuil accepts Reid Moir's pre-Crag finds at the Liege 
Conference; Macalister, Textbook of European Archaeology ; 
Schuchhardt, Alteuropa ; Sahni begins work at Harappa; 
Banerji begins work at Mohcnjodaro; Andereson discovers 
Yang Shao Tsun; Burkitt, Prehistory. 

1Q22. Peake, Bronze Age and Celtic World ; Brunton at Badari 
(1922-25); Crawford, Long Barrows of the Cotsnohls; 
Ueincrth, PJah Iban ten am Bodensee. 

1923. Carter and Carnarvon excavate tomb of Tutankhamen; the 

Observer publishes air photographs of the Stonehenge Avenue 
and of Celtic fields; Vouga, La Tine; box. Archaeology of 
Cambridge Region; Childc, Schipenits ; Crawford, Air Survey 
and Archaeology] ; Elliot Smith, The Ancient Egyptians and 
the Origin of Civilisation. 

1924. Kidder, Study of South-western Archaeology ; Caton-Thompson 

and Gardner in the Fayuin (1924-28); MacCurdy, Human 
Origins ; Randall Mclver, Villanovans and Early Etruscans ; 
Ebert, Reallexikon der Vorgeschichte ' (1924—32); Perry, 
Growth of Civilisation ; Frankfort, Studies in Early Pottery of 
the Near East ; Xanthoudidcs and Droop, Vaulted Tombs of 
the Afesara; Elliot Smith, Elephants and Ethnologists. 

1925. Childc, Dawn of European Civilisation', Kendrick, The Axe Age; 

Menghin’s edition of Hoemes’s Urgeschichte der bildenden 
Kunst; Van Giffen, De Hunnebedden ini den Nederlandcn 
(1925-28); Wheeler, Prehistoric and Roman Wales ; Har¬ 
greaves, Excavations in Baluchistan ; finds of painted pottery 
from China described by Andersson and Ante; finds of Hint 
points from Folsom, New Mexico. 

1926. Discovery of Royal Tombs at Ur by Woolley; Oriental Institute 

begins exploration in Central Anatolia; Garrod, Upper 
Palaeolithic Age in Britain ; Gjerstad, Studies in Prehistoric 
Cyprus; Jones, Stone Age in Rhodesia ; Childc, Aryans; 
Tallgren, La Pon tide prescythique ; excavations at Anyang. 

1927. Kendrick, Druids ; Von der Osten and Schmidt at Alishar 

Ilhyuk (1927-32); Reid Moir, Antiquity of Man in East 
Anglia ; Peake and Fleure begin publishing The Corridors of 
Time ; Swedish Cyprus Expedition (1927-31); Antiquity stonca. 

1928. Crawford and Keiller, Wessex from the Air; Skara Brae excavated 

by Childc; Brunton and Caton-Thompson, Badarian Civili¬ 
sation ; Brunton excavates at Dcir Tasa; Germans at Warka 
(1928-39); Macalister, Archaeology of Ireland ; Boule, 
Breuil, Liccnt and de Chardin, Le Paliolithique de la Chine. 

1929. Oriental Institute begins work in Iraq; Schaeffer at Ras Shamra 

(1929-39); Childc, Danube in Prehistory ; Mrs Cunnington, 
Woodhenge; Stein, Archaeological Tour in Waziristan and 
Northern Baluchistan ; Pericot’s excavations at Parpallo 
(1929-31). 
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1930. Speiscr excavates at Tcpc Gawra and Tell Bilfa; Garstang at 

Jericho (1930-36); Ncuvillc at El Khiam; Elliot Smith, 
Human History ; Myres, Who tocre the Greeks ?; Peake, The 
Flood: Abcrg, Bronzczeitliche und Friihrisenzeitliehe Chrono¬ 
logic (1930-35); Fleure and Peake, Megaliths and Beakers; 
Fordc, Early Cultures of Atlantic Europe ; excavations at 
Ch’cngTzu Yai, Lungshan. 

1931. Mcnghin, Weltgeschichtc der Steinzcil; Eighteenth International 

Conference of Orientalists at Leiden; Contennu and Ghirsh- 
man at Tcpc Giyan (1931-32); Schmidt at Tepe Hissnr; 
Marshall rt al., Mohenjodnro and the Indus Civilisation; 
Leakey, Slone Age Cultures of Kenya Colony, von Onpcnhcim, 
Tell Ilalaf ; Ilawkcs, Ilill Forts. 

1932. Fox, Personality of Britain ; Frankfort, Archaeology and the 

Sumerian Problem', Schmidt, Cucutcnt; Vassi, Vinca\ Hubert, 
I.es Celtex ; Kendrick and Ilawkcs, Archaeology in England 
and Wales, 1914-31', Clark, Mesolithic Age in Britain’, Garrod, 
Nalufian; Piggolt, Neolithic Pottery of the British Isles; 
Bosch Gimpera, Etnologia de la Peninsula Iberica. 

1933. Mallowan at Arpachiynh; new Iraq antiquities law; Ghirshman 

at Sialk; Dikaios excavates Erimi; Leeds, Celtic Ornament; 
Dawson, Age of the Gods; Toynbee, Study of History. 

1934. Caton-Thompson and Gardner, Desert Fayum ; Parrot at Mari; 

Mallowan at Tell Chagar Bazar and Tell Brak; Poidebard, 
La Trace de Rome ; Majuindar, Explorations in Sind; Wayland, 
Rifts, Rivers, Rains and Early Man in Uganda. 

1935. Contcnau and Ghirshman, Fouilles de Tcfid Giyan; Childe, 

Prehistory of Scotland ; Nordman, Meg alt tide Culture of 
Northern Europe; Mackay digs at Chanhudaro (1935-36); 
Ynle-Cambridge North Indian Expedition. 

1936. Clark, Mesolithic Settlement of Northern Europe; Childe, 

Man Makes Himself ; Lamb, Excavations at Thermi in 
Lesbos. 

1937. Garstang excavates at Mcrsin (1937-40); Garrod and Bate, 

Stone Age of Mount Carmel; MacCurdy (Ed.), Early Man ; 
Brunton, Mosiagedda and the Tasian Culture; de Terra and 
Moviua in Burma; Mahr, New Aspects and Problems of Irish 
Prehistory, 

1938. Garrod, Upper Palaeolithic in Light of Recent Discovery; Ghi re li¬ 

man, Fouilles de Sialk (1938-41); Bronstcd, Danmarks Oldtid 
(1938-40); Childe, The Orient and Europe; Piggott, Early 
Bronze Age in Wessex ; Wu, Prehistoric Pottery in China; 
Mackay, Further Excavations at Mohenjodaro. 

1939. Pendlebury, Archaeology of Crete; de Terra and Paterson, 

Studies in the Ice Age in India and Associated Human Cultures ; 
Poidebard, 7 ]yr; O’Brien, Prehistory of Uganda Protectorate ; 
Coon, Races of Europe; Menghin, Die dltere Steinzeit. 
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1940. Iraq Government excavations at Tell Uquair; Schmidt, 
Flights over Ancient Cities in Persia ; Sidney Smith, Alalakh 
and Chronology ; Vats, Excavations at ifarappa; Childe, 
Prehistoric Communities of the British hies ; Huwkes, Pre¬ 
historic Foundations of Europe; Peake, The Study of Prehistoric 
Times ; discovery of cave paintings at Laseaux. 
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